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PREFACE 


This  report  presents  the  results  of  a  research  project  entitled 
“Evolution  of  the  Total  Army  School  System."  The  project  examines 
ways  to  consolidate  training  infrastructure  and  augment  capabilities 
across  Army  components  to  gain  efficiency  and  achieve  economies 
of  scale  in  conducting  individual  training  of  Active  Component  (AC) 
and  Reserve  Component  (RC)  soldiers.  It  provides  a  quantitative  ap¬ 
proach  for  determining  how  the  Army  might  benefit  from  such 
changes  as  offering  reclassification  training  and  noncommissioned 
officer  (NCO)  education  to  AC  soldiers  at  RC  schools  and  additional 
training  courses  to  RC  soldiers  at  AC  schools,  using  the  area  of 
maintenance  training  as  an  example.  If  the  Army  found  these  bene¬ 
fits  worth  pursuing,  this  approach  could  be  adapted  and  extended  to 
support  policy  decisions  to  further  integrate  its  training  infrastruc¬ 
ture  in  additional  functional  areas. 

The  research  reported  here  was  sponsored  by  the  Commanding 
General  of  the  U.S.  Army  Combined  Arms  Center  and  was  conducted 
in  RAND  Arroyo  Center’s  Manpower  and  Training  Program.  The 
Arroyo  Center  is  a  federally  funded  research  and  development  center 
sponsored  by  the  United  States  Army. 
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SUMMARY 


The  recently  established  Total  Army  School  System  (TASS)  has  made 
some  significant  changes  in  how  the  Army  provides  individual 
training,  but  to  this  point  it  has  concentrated  primarily  on  changing 
how  Reserve  Component  (RC)  training  institutions  are  organized  and 
managed.  This  is  leading  to  improvements  in  the  efficiency  and 
performance  of  RC  schools.^  However,  given  continued  pressure  on 
training  resources  and  continued  evidence  of  underutilized  training 
capacity  in  the  active  and  reserve  components,  there  remains  a  need 
to  improve  training  resource  utilization  and  potentially  reduce 
training  infrastructure  across  the  entire  Army.  Such  improvements 
may  be  possible  through  further  consolidation  and  integraUon  of 
training  resources  into  a  common  Army  training  system  that  is  truly 
seamless  and  “component-blind.” 

The  objective  of  this  analysis  is  to  understand  the  feasibility  and  po¬ 
tential  benefits  of  further  integrating  Active  Component  (AC)  and  RC 
schools  offering  reclassification  training  and  noncommissioned 
officer  (NCO)  education.  To  meet  this  objective,  we  developed  an 
optimization  model  that  determines  the  least- cost  assignment  of 
students  and  courses  to  schools  under  a  variety  of  options.  We 
looked  at  three  options  in  the  area  of  maintenance- related  training, 
focusing  on  RC  Regional  Training  Sites-Maintenance  (RTS-Ms)  and 
the  AC  proponent  schools  offering  maintenance  courses  (primarily, 
but  not  exclusively,  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground).  The  premise  we 
examine  is  that  an  accredited  Army  school  with  certified  instructors 


Ipor  a  discussion  of  TASS  implementation  see  Winkler  et  al.  (MR-955-A,  forthcoming). 
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can  offer  maintenance  courses  to  any  soldier  (AC  or  RC)  in  its  local 
area. 

The  options  that  we  analyzed  were  as  follows; 

•  Nearest  school.  We  changed  only  the  location  where  a  student 
receives  training,  holding  fixed  (at  fiscal  year  1996  levels)  the 
schools  and  the  courses  offered  at  each  school. 

•  Reassign  courses.  We  assigned  AC  and  RC  maintenance  courses 
to  AC  schools  and  RTS-Ms  based  on  local  demand.  Here,  we 
considered  two  cases,  one  where  RTS-Ms  taught  a  wide  range  of 
courses  (multifunctional)  and  one  where  they  specialized  in  a 
specific  functional  area  (specialized). 

•  Consolidate  schools.  We  examined  the  number  of  schools  that 
offer  maintenance-related  training  if  Army  maintenance  schools 
offer  courses  based  on  localized  demand.  For  this  option,  we 
concentrated  only  on  the  “specialized”  case  described  above. 

Our  exploratory  analyses  suggest  that  permitting  AC  and  RC  students 
to  take  the  maintenance  courses  they  need  at  the  nearest  accredited 
school  (AC  school  or  RTS-M)  is  feasible  and  offers  a  range  of  eco¬ 
nomic  and  cultural  benefits.  Travel,  per  diem,  and  (potentially) 
instructor^  costs  are  reduced  by  allowing  AC  and  RC  students  to  take 
the  course  they  need  at  the  accredited  Army  school  nearest  to  their 
home  location  independent  of  the  component  of  the  student  or  the 
school.  For  example.  Figure  S.l  shows  that  travel  costs  are  lower  for 
each  of  our  options  compared  to  a  comparable  estimate  of  travel 
costs  for  fiscal  year  1996,  the  period  we  examined.  Likewise,  Figure 
S.2  shows  the  time  AC  soldiers  spend  away  from  their  home  location 
for  the  training,  and,  therefore,  per  diem  costs  are  reduced  under 
each  option. 

Morale  benefits  include  a  reduction  in  the  time  AC  students  spend 
away  from  their  homes  and  their  units  and  a  reduction  in  the  train- 


^In  our  analysis,  we  did  not  specifically  examine  the  requirement  for,  or  the  use  of, 
different  types  of  instructors  at  the  AC  schools  or  the  RTS-Ms.  Assigning  courses  and 
students  to  schools  under  the  options  we  considered  might  allow  more  optimum  use 
of  the  AC  and  RC  instructors.  This  is  certainly  an  area  that  warrants  further  research. 
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ing  workloads  of  AC  instructors.  More  important,  integration  of  AC 
and  RC  training  can  increase  interaction  and  potentially  build  trust 
and  confidence  across  components. 

We  have  examined  maintenance -related  courses,  but  there  is  no  rea¬ 
son  the  types  of  integration  we  are  proposing  could  not  also  work  in 
other  areas,  particularly  where  RC  schools  with  fixed  facilities,  or¬ 
ganic  equipment,  and  ftill-time  staff  exist  or  can  be  made  available 
(i.e.,  where  RC  regional  training  sites  have  been  established).  Such 
Combat  Service  Support  (CSS)  functional  areas  as  medical,  trans¬ 
portation,  or  quartermaster  are  obvious  extensions,  as  are  such 
Combat  Support  (CS)  areas  as  military  intelligence,  engineering,  and 
aviation  maintenance. 

RTS-Ms  can  also  play  a  valuable  role  with  the  advent  of  distance 
learning.  Local  RTS-Ms  can  provide  facilities,  and  instructor  exper¬ 
tise,  to  help  both  AC  and  RC  soldiers  who  are  taking  courses,  or  por¬ 
tions  of  courses,  outside  a  resident  school  environment. 

Based  on  these  findings,  we  recommend  a  pilot  test  to  better  under¬ 
stand  the  options  and  the  policy  implications  of  integrating  the  AC 
and  RC  training  systems,  focusing  on  maintenance  and  transporta¬ 
tion.  In  addition,  we  recommend  more  thoroughly  examining  the 
instructor  requirements  that  would  result  from  a  more  fully  inte¬ 
grated  school  system. 
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Chapter  One 

INTRODUCTION 


BACKGROUND 

Historically,  the  Army  ran  three  separate  school  systems— one  each 
for  the  Active  Component  (AC),  the  Army  National  Guard  (ARNG), 
and  the  United  States  Army  Reserve  (USAR).  In  1994,  the  Chief  of 
Staff  of  the  Army,  realizing  the  need  to  improve  quality  and  increase 
efficiency  in  the  face  of  declining  training  resources,  called  for  an 
integrated  training  system  to  serve  soldiers  of  both  the  AC  and  the 
Reserve  Component  (RC).  This  new  concept  was  referred  to  as  the 
Total  Army  School  System  (TASS).  Intended  to  improve  quality,  effi¬ 
ciency,  and  performance,  TASS  involved  organizing  the  nation  into 
separate  regions,  consolidating  existing  RC  training  institutions,  and 
making  one  organization  (and  one  component)  responsible  for  man- 
aging  training  in  a  single  functional  area  (combat  arms  (CA),  combat 
support  (CS),  and  combat  service  support  (CSS)).  In  addition,  within 
the  TASS  concept,  the  RC  schools  were  to  be  linked  to  their  AC  coun¬ 
terpart  proponent  schools,  which  would  be  responsible  for  quality 
assurance  by  accrediting  the  RC  schools  and  certifying  the  instruc¬ 
tors.  The  TASS  concept  was  initially  tested  as  a  protore  in  one 
region — Region  C — the  southeastern  United  States,  which  encom¬ 
passes  North  Carolina,  South  Carolina,  Georgia,  and  Florida. 

TASS  has  made  some  significant  advances  that  are  improving  the 
efficiency  and  performance  of  RC  schools.^  However,  to  this  point, 


Ipor  a  discussion  of  TASS  performance,  see  Winkler  et  al,  (1996),  Shanley  et  al.  (1997), 
Winkler  et  al.  (MR-928- A,  forthcoming),  and  Winkler  et  al.  (MR-955-A,  forthcoming). 
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TASS  has  concentrated  primarily  on  changing  how  RC  training  insti¬ 
tutions  are  organized  and  managed.  Currently,  RC  soldiers  still 
receive  training  nearly  exclusively  at  RC  training  institutions,  and  AC 
soldiers  receive  training  at  AC  training  institutions.  Given  continued 
pressure  on  training  resources  and  continued  evidence  of  under¬ 
utilized  training  capacity  in  both  the  AC  and  the  RC,  further 
improvements  are  needed  in  how  the  Army  uses  its  training  infra¬ 
structure  and  resources.  Such  improvements  may  be  possible  from 
cross-component  consolidation  and  leveraging  of  training  infra¬ 
structure  and  by  integrating  training  resources  into  a  common, 
“component-blind”  Army  training  system  that  serves  all  Army  sol¬ 
diers  irrespective  of  their  component. 

Such  resource  integration  can  have  economic,  efficiency,  and  cul¬ 
tural  benefits.  In  terms  of  the  economic  benefits,  a  more  fully  inte¬ 
grated  school  system  should  provide  the  current  level  of  training  at 
reduced  cost.  Allowing  a  soldier  to  take  a  course  at  the  Army  school 
closest  to  his  or  her  home  or  unit  location,  regardless  of  which  com¬ 
ponent  currently  “owns”  that  institution,  can  reduce  travel  cost  and, 
in  the  case  of  AC  soldiers,  the  cost  of  per  diem  associated  with  tem¬ 
porary  duty  (TDY)  training.  Economies  of  scale  may  result  in  fewer 
instructors,  or  even  schools,  needed  for  training. 

Such  integration  can  also  yield  efficiency.  With  reduced  budgets, 
some  of  the  training  missions  of  AC  schools  cannot  be  fully  accom¬ 
plished.  For  example,  under  pressure  to  reduce  AC  training  re¬ 
sources,  the  Army  eliminated  the  mobile  training  teams  that  would 
go  to  units  to  conduct  functional  and/or  new  equipment  training. 
Existing  RC  training  assets  could  help  in  this  regard  by  assuming 
some  of  the  auxiliary  missions  once  performed  by  the  AC  proponent 
schools. 

Finally,  integration  can  provide  cultural  benefits.  Specifically,  a  sig¬ 
nificant  benefit  of  integrating  the  AC  and  RC  training  systems  would 
be  an  increase  in  cross-component  contact  and  cooperation.  Having 
soldiers  attend  classes  taught  by  instructors  from  other  components, 
and  possibly  advancing  to  a  point  where  AC  and  RC  soldiers  are 
trained  in  the  same  classroom,  could  strengthen  confidence  and 
understanding  between  the  AC  and  the  RC. 
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An  additional  benefit  of  sending  AC  soldiers  to  schools  either  collo¬ 
cated  with  their  home  locations  or  within  an  easy  commute — includ¬ 
ing  schools  now  “owned”  by  the  RC — is  a  reduction  in  the  time  spent 
away  from  their  home  and  unit.  This  would  increase  soldier  morale. 

RAND's  Arroyo  Center  has  been  involved  with  TASS  from  its  incep¬ 
tion,  starting  with  an  assessment  of  the  performance  and  efficiency 
of  the  prototype  regional  school  system  in  the  southeastern  United 
States  and  subsequently  providing  recommendations  for  monitoring 
the  efficiency  and  performance  of  the  full  system  of  RC  schools  as  the 
TASS  expanded  to  additional  regions. 

As  part  of  that  research,  researchers  determined  that  efficiencies 
could  be  gained  within  the  RC  school  system  by  consolidating  An¬ 
nual  Training  (AT)  training  sites  for  courses  with  high  support,  sup¬ 
porting  an  effort  by  the  Army  National  Guard  (ARNG)  to  create 
regional  sites  for  training  in  specific  career  fields.^  Given  the  poten¬ 
tial  benefits  discussed  above,  the  next  logical  question  was  whether 
further  efficiencies  and  economies  of  scale  could  be  gained  by  inte¬ 
grating  and  leveraging  resources  across  the  Active  and  Reserve  Com¬ 
ponents. 

OBJECTIVES 

This  study  extends  the  previous  research  to  examine  that  question. 
More  specifically,  we  developed  a  methodology  for  exploring  the 
implications  of  shifting  some  training  across  existing  component 
lines  and  used  this  method  to  illustrate  potential  benefits  and 
tradeoffs  of  the  approach.  This  report  describes  our  methodology 
and  presents  exploratory  analyses  of  three  options  for  moving  the 
TASS  toward  a  more  complete  integration  of  AC  and  RC  training 
infrastructure. 

The  nearest  school  option  involves  allowing  students  to  attend  the 
Army  school  closest  to  them,  regardless  of  the  component  of  the  stu¬ 
dent  or  of  the  school.  Under  this  option,  RC  soldiers  will  receive 
training  at  an  AC  proponent  school  if  that  school  is  closer  than  an  RC 
school  and  AC  soldiers  will  receive  training  at  an  RC  school  if  it  is 


^For  a  more  thorough  discussion  of  this  research,  see  Shanley  et  al.  (1997). 
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closer  than  the  AC  proponent  school,  as  long  as  the  school  is  accred¬ 
ited  and  offers  the  course  the  student  needs. 

The  reassign  courses  option  entails  modifying  the  courses  offered  at 
schools  based  on  the  localized  demand  for  training.  Here,  we  allow 
an  RC  school  certified  in  a  given  functional  area  to  offer  AC  and  RC 
courses  if  there  is  sufficient  demand  within  close  proximity  of  the 
school.  There  are  two  cases  within  this  option.  In  the  multi¬ 
functional  case,  an  RTS-M  can  offer  a  wide  range  of  courses.  In  the 
specialized  case,  an  RTS-M  concentrates  its  course  offerings  in  one  or 
two  functional  areas. 

The  consolidate  schools  option  considers  the  structure  (i.e.,  the 
number  of  schools)  needed  to  meet  the  integrated  training  require¬ 
ment.  Under  this  option,  we  examine  the  potential  for  existing  RC 
schools  to  assume  new  training  missions  consistent  with  the  local¬ 
ized  demand  for  training. 

SCOPE 

It  is  important  to  note  several  issues  about  the  exploratory  analyses. 
First,  they  address  only  a  subset  of  training:  military  occupational 
specialty  (MOS)  reclassification  and  functional  training,  and  non¬ 
commissioned  officer  (NCO)  education  of  enlisted  personnel.^  Cur¬ 
rently,  Initial  Entry  Training  (lET)  is  conducted  solely  at  AC  training 
institutions  under  AC  supervision  (bylaw).  Although  our  focus  is  on 
enlisted  training,  we  believe  there  is  also  potential  for  integrating  the 
training  of  officers. 

Second,  we  selected  a  specific  functional  area  as  the  focus  of 
exploratory  analyses — maintenance  training  conducted  at  the  RC 
Regional  Training  Sites-Maintenance  (RTS-Ms)  and  their  AC  propo¬ 
nent  schools.  These  schools  conduct  over  100  courses  in  the  main¬ 
tenance  area,  including  courses  in  enlisted  leadership,  MOS  reclassi- 


^NCO  courses  typically  include  a  technical  portion,  specific  to  the  MOS,  and  a  general 
leadership  portion.  Completion  of  the  Basic  Noncommissioned  Officer  (BNCOC) 
course  is  required  for  promotion  to  the  grade  of  E6.  Completion  of  the  Advanced 
Noncommissioned  Officer  (ANCOC)  course  is  required  for  promotion  to  the  grade  of 
E7,  Many  MOS  career  fields  end  in  a  specific  advanced  leadership  course;  in  some 
cases,  several  MOSs  will  feed  into  a  single  advanced  course. 
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fication  and  advanced  skills,  and  various  sustainment  and  new 
equipment  transition  areas.  In  fiscal  year  1996,  almost  6,000  AC  sol¬ 
diers  and  over  8,000  RC  soldiers  received  training  in  these  types  of 
courses  (within  their  separate  systems). 

The  16  RTS-Ms  in  the  continental  United  States  plus  the  one  in 
Hawaii  provide  an  extensive  network  of  alternative  locations  for  RC 
maintenance  training.^  Although  Aberdeen  conducts  the  majority  of 
the  AC  maintenance  courses,  Fort  Lee,  Fort  Knox,  Fort  Jackson,  Fort 
Leonard  Wood,  and  Fort  Sill  also  offer  maintenance- related  courses 
for  AC  soldiers. 

Several  of  the  RTS-Ms  are  collocated  on  Active  bases  (e.g..  Fort  Stew¬ 
art,  Fort  Bragg,  and  Fort  Hood)  or  are  within  an  easy  commute  of  one 
(e.g.,  Salina,  Kansas  is  very  close  to  Fort  Riley).  AC  commanders  have 
recognized  the  advantage  of  the  collocated  RC  training  facilities  and 
have  utilized  the  RTS-Ms  to  train  their  Active  soldiers  in  various 
functional  areas.  In  fiscal  year  1996,  over  1,000  AC  soldiers  took 
sustainment  and  modernization  training  courses  at  the  local 
RTS-Ms. 

The  RTS-Ms  in  many  ways  are  smaller  versions  of  the  AC  schools. 
They  have  fixed  facilities,  permanently  assigned  training  equipment, 
and  a  staff  of  full-time  Active  Guard  and  Reserve  (AGR)  administra¬ 
tors  and  instructors.  They  have  close  relationships  with  their  AC 
proponent  schools  and  have  achieved  accreditation  and  instructor 
certification.  In  fact,  the  instructors  typically  have  greater  teaching 
experience  than  their  AC  counterparts,  with  many  having  served  at 
their  RTS-Ms  for  several  years. 

Third,  the  three  options  examined  only  changes  in  the  location  of 
training.  That  is,  we  allow  AC  soldiers  to  take  AC-configured  courses 
at  RC  schools  and  RC  soldiers  to  take  RC-configured  courses  at  AC 
schools.  However,  we  do  not  commingle  students  from  different 
components  within  the  same  classes,  although  we  do  allow  the 
instructors  of  the  classes  to  be  from  the  other  component  (i.e.,  AC 
instructors  could  teach  RC  courses  to  RC  students  and  RC  instructors 


^There  are  two  other  RTS-Ms,  one  at  Tobyhanna,  Pennsylvania,  and  one  at  Sacra¬ 
mento,  California,  that  teach  signal-related  courses.  Since  we  were  focusing  on  main¬ 
tenance  courses,  we  have  excluded  these  two  from  our  analyses. 
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could  teach  AC  courses  to  AC  students).  Of  course,  instructors  from 
one  component  could  be  assigned,  perhaps  temporarily,  to  a  school 
of  the  other  component  to  assist  in  the  training  provided  to  any 
soldier. 

The  segregation  of  students  could  change,  however,  as  Total  Army 
Training  System  (TATS)  courseware  becomes  available.  Under  TATS, 
one  courseware  package  will  be  valid  for  all  components.  In  princi¬ 
ple,  any  student  could  take  a  course  at  any  certified  training  location, 
taught  by  any  qualified  instructor,  regardless  of  the  component  of 
the  student,  school,  or  instructor. 

At  this  time,  however,  we  are  dealing  with  a  relatively  modest 
change,  in  which  AC  and  RC  courses  are  taught  to  AC  and  RC  sol¬ 
diers,  respectively,  albeit  at  any  accredited  Army  school  and  by  any 
certified  instructor. 

ORGANIZATION  OF  THIS  DOCUMENT 

In  Chapter  Two,  we  discuss  the  optimization  modeling  approach 
developed  to  explore  the  potential  benefits  of  the  three  different  op¬ 
tions  for  integrating  resources  across  the  two  components.  Chapter 
Three  discusses  the  results  of  applying  that  approach  to  the  three 
options  described  above.  Chapter  Four  presents  some  implications 
of  the  exploratory  analyses. 

Appendix  A  provides  a  technical  description  of  the  optimization 
model,  and  Appendixes  B  and  C  contain  spreadsheets  (from  which 
the  tables  and  figures  in  this  document  are  derived)  detailing  the 
changes  in  student  loads  and  course  offerings  for  the  various  options 
we  examined. 


Chapter  Two 

DEVELOPING  AN  OPTIMIZATION  MODEL  FOR 
ANALYZING  INTEGRATION  OPTIONS 


We  built  an  optimization  model  to  help  analyze  the  various  options. 
Below  we  briefly  discuss  what  that  model  does  in  each  of  the  three 
options  we  considered,  the  database  used  for  the  modeling,  and  the 
model’s  underlying  assumptions. 


HOW  THE  OPTIMIZATION  MODEL  WORKS 

We  developed  a  linear  programming  model  designed  to  determine 
the  least-cost  assignment  of  students  to  schools  under  a  variety  of 
options  by  minimizing  a  subset  of  the  total  cost  of  providing  train- 
ing.i  The  costs  included  in  the  objective  function  are  altered  for  the 
different  options  we  examined.  In  the  first  option  (termed  “nearest 
school”),  we  changed  only  the  location  where  a  student  receives 
training,  holding  fixed  (at  fiscal  year  1996  levels)  the  schools  and  the 
courses  offered  at  each  school.  Thus,  in  this  option,  the  model 
minimizes  the  total  travel  cost,  which  is  valued  at  30  cents  a  mile. 

In  the  second  option  (termed  “reassign  courses”),  we  allow  coursesto 
be  “optimally”  assigned  to  schools.  In  this  case,  the  model's  objec¬ 
tive  function  includes  both  travel  cost  and  annual  fixed  course  cost.^ 


more  thorough  technical  description  of  the  model  is  provided  in  Appendix  A. 

^We  break  course  costs  into  a  fixed  component,  independent  of  the  number  of 
students  taking  the  course  at  a  specific  school,  and  a  variable  component  based  on  the 
student  load.  We  specifically  consider  only  the  fixed  component,  assuming  the  vari¬ 
able  component  is  similar  across  all  AC  and  RC  schools.  Since  we  force  all  students  to 
be  assigned  to  a  specific  school,  there  is  no  change  in  the  total  variable  course  costs 
across  dl  schools. 
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The  annual  fixed  course  cost — which  we  estimate  at  $50,000  based 
on  our  earlier  research^ — accounts  for  any  instructor  training  or 
other  "startup”  costs  necessary  for  a  school  to  conduct  a  course.  This 
fixed  cost  to  offer  a  course  drives  the  solution  from  multiple  training 
locations  with  small  class  sizes  (multifunctional)  to  a  fewer  number 
of  locations  with  greater  numbers  of  students  (specialized). 

In  the  third  option  (termed  "consolidate  schools”),  we  examined  the 
number  of  schools  that  offer  maintenance-related  training.  In  this 
case,  we  add  to  the  objective  function  a  fixed  cost  for  having  a  school 
open — $370,000,  again  drawn  from  data  collected  in  our  prototype 
assessment^ — ^which  is,  in  turn,  added  to  the  travel  and  fixed  course 
costs.  Similar  to  course  costs,  we  only  consider  the  annual  fixed 
costs  of  having  a  school  open.  This  "open  the  door”  cost  includes 
administrative  staff  personnel,  utilities,  and  annual  facility  mainte¬ 
nance  costs. 

Given  the  different  objective  functions  in  the  three  options,  the 
model  minimizes  the  training  costs  while  ensuring  that  every  soldier 
who  was  trained  in  fiscal  year  1996  is  assigned  to  a  training  location 
(which  may  be  different  from  the  school  he  or  she  attended  in  fiscal 
year  1996)  and  that  the  student  throughputs — the  maximum  annual 
number  of  students  who  can  be  assigned — of  the  school  are  not  ex¬ 
ceeded.  The  throughput  for  a  school  is  based  on  its  complement  of 
facilities,  instructors,  and  equipment. 

Finally,  the  model  has  constraints  related  to  the  minimum  number  of 
students  assigned  to  a  school  in  each  course.  As  we  discuss  in  the 
next  section,  we  looked  at  two  situations.  In  the  first  case,  we  allow 
"multifunctional”  schools  that  can  teach  a  wide  range  of  courses 
within  their  branch  of  certification.  We  require  at  least  five  students 
to  offer  a  course.  As  would  be  expected,  this  case  results  in  a  number 
of  locations  teaching  courses  with  a  small  number  of  students. 

In  the  second  case,  we  create  "specialized”  schools  that  offer  a  lim¬ 
ited  number  of  courses  within  their  branch  of  certification.  Here,  we 


^See  Shanley  et  al.  (1997)  for  a  discussion  of  how  this  $50,000  cost  was  derived. 

^See  Shanley  et  al.  (1997)  for  a  discussion  of  how  this  $370,000  cost  was  derived. 
Similar  to  course  costs,  we  only  consider  the  annual  fixed  costs  of  having  a  school 
open. 
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add  a  constraint  that  requires  at  least  50  students  in  a  grouping  of 
related  courses  (e.g.,  wheeled  or  track  courses)  before  a  school  will 
offer  courses  in  that  area.  Here,  courses  are  offered  at  fewer  loca¬ 
tions  and  schools  offer  a  narrower  range  of  courses. 

MODEL  DATABASE 

In  conducting  the  analyses,  we  consider  all  the  AC  and  RC  students 
who  received  training  in  fiscal  year  1996  in  NCO  Education  System 
(NCOES),  MOS  reclassification,  and  other  maintenance-related 
courses  (excluding  initial  entry  training  (lET)  and  advanced  individ¬ 
ual  training  (AIT)).  Table  2.1  shows  the  number  of  AC  and  RC 
courses  in  the  various  areas  that  we  analyzed. 

Records  from  the  Army  Training  Requirements  and  Resources  Sys¬ 
tem  (ATRRS)  show  approximately  5,800  AC  soldiers  and  8,200  RC 
soldiers  in  this  data  set.  A  number  of  these  records  were  missing 
data  (primarily,  the  student's  home  origin)  we  needed  for  our  analy¬ 
ses  and,  thus,  had  to  be  removed.  We  were  left  with  3,468  AC  and 
6,814  RC  soldier  records  for  our  analysis. 

MODEL  ASSUMPTIONS 

In  using  the  model  to  conduct  the  analysis,  we  made  two  basic  as¬ 
sumptions.  First,  as  mentioned  previously,  we  consider  AC  and  RC 
courses  as  they  were  configured  in  fiscal  year  1996.  Thus,  we  assume 
an  AC  school  can  teach  an  RC  version  of  any  AC  course  that  it  offered 


Table  2.1 

Number  of  Maintenance- Related  Courses 


Type  of  Course 

AC 

RC 

MOS  reclassification 

23 

27 

ANCOC 

2 

10 

BNCOC 

15 

12 

ASI 

5 

4 

Other^ 

0 

11 

®Other  includes  sustainment,  functional,  and  new 
equipment  training. 
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in  fiscal  year  1996  and  that  RTS-Ms  can  teach  AC  versions  of  any  RC 
course  they  offered  in  fiscal  year  1996.  For  example,  if  an  RTS-M  of¬ 
fered  an  RC  MOS  reclassification  course  for  63B,  we  assume  it  could 
teach  an  AC  version  of  the  course. 

The  second  assumption  really  deals  with  the  type  of  model  we  are 
using.  We  are  considering  only  the  assignment  of  students  to  schools 
and  not  the  scheduling  aspects  of  the  problem.  Therefore,  we  make 
the  assumption  that  a  student  who  attended  a  course  in  fiscal  year 
1996  at  a  certain  time  and  location  could  attend  the  course  at  any 
other  time  and  location.  This  assumption  would  have  little  impact 
on  AC  soldiers  who  may  be  reassigned  to  other  training  locations, 
since  they  can  attend  training  at  any  time.  But  it  might  have  more  of 
an  effect  on  RC  soldiers,  although  this  could  be  mitigated  if  courses 
were  offered  on  a  regular  basis  at  the  nearby  AC  school,  where  most 
of  these  soldiers  would  be  reassigned. 

The  objective  of  these  exploratory  analyses  is  to  understand  the  fea¬ 
sibility  and  potential  benefits  of  further  integrating  AC  and  RC  train¬ 
ing  resources.  As  such,  our  initial  assumptions  are  simplified  and 
not  necessarily  complete.  For  actual  policy  use,  the  analytic  model 
would  need  to  be  enhanced  and  the  factors  estimated  in  more  detail. 


Chapter  Three 

RESULTS  OF  ANALYZING  THREE 
INTEGRATION  OPTIONS 


In  this  chapter  we  present  the  analysis  results  for  our  three  options. 


OPTION  1:  NEAREST  SCHOOL 

Send  Student  to  Nearest  School  Offering  Like  Course, 

Regardless  of  Component  of  School  or  Student 


The  first  option  examines  the  impact  of  sending  AC  and  RC  students 
to  the  nearest  school  that  offers  the  maintenance  course  they  need 
(MOS  reclassification,  NCOES,  ASI,  or  other  maintenance-related 
courses).  We  use  the  schools  and  their  course  offerings  as  reflected 
by  the  fiscal  year  1996  ATRRS  data.  In  this  option,  an  RTS-M  can  of¬ 
fer  an  AC  version  of  any  RC  course  it  offered  in  fiscal  year  1996,  and 
an  AC  school  can  offer  an  RC  version  of  any  AC  course  it  offered.^  We 
do  not  commingle  students:  AC  students  are  in  AC-configured 
courses  and  RC  students  are  in  RC-configured  courses.  Here,  all  we 
seek  to  do  is  minimize  travel  costs. 


hn  all  options,  we  require  a  minimum  of  five  students  for  a  school  to  conduct  a 
course.  If  the  annual  demand  for  a  specific  course  is  less  than  five  students,  then  our 
minimum  course  size  equals  the  annual  demand.  That  is,  courses  with  very  low 
annual  demands  (less  than  ten)  will  be  taught  at  a  single  school. 
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Sending  Students  to  Nearest  School  Results  in  Significant 
Flows  Across  Components 

One  fairly  straightforward  result  is  that  sending  students  to  the  near¬ 
est  school  results  in  significant  flows  across  the  two  components. 
This  is  illustrated  in  Figure  3.1. 

The  chart  on  the  left  shows  that  912  RC  students  (or  about  13  percent 
of  the  6,814  RC  student  records  we  processed)  would  go  to  an  AC 
proponent  school  instead  of  an  RTS-M.  Also,  2,610  AC  students  (or 
about  75  percent  of  the  3,468  AC  records  we  processed)  would  go  to 
an  RTS-M  that  is  closer  to  their  home  location  instead  of  to  the  AC 
proponent  school. 

The  chart  on  the  right  shows  the  number  of  RC- configured  courses  at 
AC  schools  and  the  number  of  AC-configured  courses  offered  at 
RTS-Ms.  Note  that  the  more  than  120  AC  courses  at  RTS-Ms  do  not 
represent  120  dijferent  courses]  multiple  RTS-Ms  maybe  offering  the 
same  AC-configured  course.  With  17  RTS-Ms,  there  are  on  average 
only  about  7  “new”  AC-configured  courses  at  each  RTS-M.  Almost 
one  of  every  three  students  at  an  RT-M  would  be  from  the  AC,  while 
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RC  to  AC  AC  to  RC  courses  at  AC  courses 

school  RTS-M  AC  schools  at  RTS-Ms 


Figure  3.1 — Flows  for  Sending  Students  in  Option  1 


Results  of  Analyzing  Three  Integration  Options  13 


slightly  more  than  half  the  students  at  AC  schools  in  the  courses  we 
are  considering  would  be  from  the  RC. 

Table  3.1  shows  the  student  flows  by  individual  schools  (10  AC 
schools  on  the  top  and  17  RTS-Ms  on  the  bottom)  for  option  1,  illus¬ 
trating  how  the  optimization  model  distributes  students.^ 

The  first  two  columns  indicate  the  number  of  AC  and  RC  students 
who  went  to  the  respective  schools  during  fiscal  year  1996  (the  base¬ 
line  case).  In  this  case,  as  discussed  above,  there  were  3,468  AC  stu¬ 
dents  in  AC  schools  and  6,814  RC  students  in  RC  schools.  The  next 
two  columns  show  the  distribution  of  those  AC  and  RC  students 
when  we  allow  a  student  to  go  to  the  nearest  school  offering  the 
needed  course  regardless  of  the  component  of  the  school.  The  gray 
arrows  show  the  AC  student  flows  to  AC  and  RC  schools,  while  the 
black  arrows  show  the  RC  student  flows  to  RC  and  AC  schools.  We 
can  see  the  breakdown  of  the  13  percent  of  RC  students  sent  to  AC 
schools  and  the  75  percent  of  AC  students  that  end  up  in  RTS-Ms. 
The  last  column  shows  the  difference  in  the  number  of  students  at 
each  school  in  our  first  option  when  compared  to  the  baseline. 

The  table  shows  that  several  AC  schools  have  their  student  loads 
significantly  reduced  or  trade  significant  numbers  of  AC  students  for 
RC  students.  For  example,  there  is  a  major  impact  at  Fort  Jackson 
USATC  (most  of  the  students  in  the  63B  and  63S  MOS  reclassification 
courses  and  the  63B/S  ASI  course  migrate  to  RTS-Ms);  at  Fort 
Leonard  Wood  USATC  (the  66  AC  students  in  the  one  62B  reclassifi¬ 
cation  course  migrate  to  RTS-Ms);  at  Fort  Lee  (most  of  the  231  stu¬ 
dents  in  the  92A  course  migrate  to  RTS-Ms);  and  at  the  NCO 
Academies  (almost  1,400  AC  NCOES  students  go  to  nearby  RTS-Ms 
for  training).^ 


^The  detailed  results,  showing  the  specific  courses  taught  at  each  school  and  the 
number  of  students  across  all  the  options,  are  provided  in  Appendix  B. 

^The  parameters  in  the  model  can  be  set  so  that  specific  courses,  e.g.,  NCOES,  are  fully 
excluded  from  the  integration  of  AC  and  RC  students.  If  the  AC  NCOES  remain  at  the 
AC  schools,  the  impact  of  integrating  the  MOS  reclassification,  ASI,  and  other  courses 
is  cut  approximately  in  half.  It  might  also  be  possible  to  preserve  NCO  leadership 
education  at  the  proponent  NCO  Academies  while  migrating  technical  NCO  education 
to  nearby  RTS-Ms.  In  this  case,  the  impact  of  integration  may  be  maintained. 
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Table  3.1 

Specific  AC  and  RC  Student  Flows  in  Option  1 


Baseline 

AC  RC 

Nearest  school 

AC  RC 

Difference 

AC  schools 

Aberdeen 

666 

0 

309 

481 

124 

Fort  Jackson  USATC 

497 

0 

25 

25 

(347) 

Fort  Knox 

301 

0 

183 

117 

(1) 

Forth.  Wood  USATC 

66 

0 

0 

37 

(29) 

Fort  Lee 

231 

0 

28 

10 

(193) 

Fort  Sill 

14 

0 

14 

31 

31 

Aberdeen  NCO  Academy 

1,201 

0 

287 

58 

(856) 

Fort  Knox  NCO  Academy 

60 

0 

12 

23 

(25) 

Fort  L.  Wood  NCO  Academy 

45 

0 

0 

3 

(42) 

Fort  Lee  NCO  Academy 

387 

0 

0 

127 

(260) 

Total 

1  3,468 

t 

o 

i 

1  .  '®58"| 

912 

(1,698) 

. \ 

(25%)  f 

^  (13%) 

RC  schools  (RTS-Ms) 

/ 

Fort  Devens 

0 

8  / 

22 

(38) 

Jefferson  City 

0 

\  355 

166/ 

469 

280 

Fort  Hood 

0 

\402 

239/ 

373 

210 

Fort  Indiantown  Gap 

0 

242 

74 

309 

141 

Fort  McCoy 

0 

252 

291 

206 

245 

Salina 

0 

573 

134 

412 

(27) 

Camp  Dodge 

0 

963 

109 

480 

(374) 

Fort  Dix 

0 

493 

74 

493 

74 

Fort  Bragg 

0 

388 

245 

395 

252 

Camp  Shelby 

0 

398\ 

/l38 

361 

101 

Camp  Robert 

0 

578  \ 

/  233 

566 

221 

Camp  Ripley 

0 

381  \ 

/  85 

333 

37 

Fort  Custer 

0 

268  \  i 

r  24 

290 

46 

Gowen  Field 

0 

408  ¥ 

182 

314 

88 

Blanding 

0 

235  A 

1 

234 

70 

Fort  Stewart 

0 

712  / 

\  349 

555 

192 

Waiwa 

0 

7 

90 

180 

Total 

0 

6,814  |— H 

1::  2,610 1 

5,902 

1,698 

(75%) 

(87%) 

BANDMR1012-T3.1 


Some  of  the  RTS-Ms  also  get  more  students  (e.g.,  Jefferson  City,  Fort 
Hood,  Fort  Bragg,  and  Camp  Robert),  while  others  have  a  decrease  in 
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Student  load  (e.g.,  Fort  Devens  and  Camp  Dodge)  or  stay  about  the 
same  in  terms  of  number  of  students. 

Table  3.2  shows,  for  a  selected  subset  of  courses,  the  number  of  stu¬ 
dents  in  the  course  in  fiscal  year  1996.  The  last  two  shaded  columns 
show  the  number  of  schools  where  the  course  was  offered  in  fiscal 
year  1996  (the  baseline  case),  and  the  number  of  schools  offering  the 
course  when  we  send  students  to  the  nearest  school  (option  1).^  The 
table  shows  that  there  is  not  much  of  a  change  from  the  baseline  in 
terms  of  the  number  of  schools  offering  the  RC  courses;  however,  the 
AC  courses,  formerly  offered  only  at  AC  schools,  are  now  offered  at 
several  RTS-Ms,  In  some  cases  (e.g.,  the  AC  63B  reclassification  and 
BNCOC  courses),  a  large  number  of  RTS-Ms  offer  the  course.  In 
other  cases  (e.g.,  the  AC  63B/S  ASI  and  62B  reclassification  and 
BNCOC  courses),  only  a  few  RTS-Ms  offer  the  course.  Of  course,  if 
there  are  a  limited  number  of  students  taking  the  course,  then  there 
will  be  fewer  offerings  of  the  course. 

Table  3.2 

Number  of  Schools  Offering  Selected  Courses:  Option  1 


Course  ID 

Com¬ 

ponent 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

FY96 

Students 

Baseline 

Nearest 

School 

091-52D10 

RC 

MOSQ 

52D 

231 

12 

12 

052-62B10 

RC 

MOSQ 

62B 

201 

12  , 

12 

052-62B30 

RC 

BNCOC 

62B 

65 

9 

8 

091-63B10 

RC 

MOSQ 

63B 

723 

17 

17 

091-63B30 

RC 

BNCOC 

63B 

298 

15 

,  :  15 

091-63 

B/S/WI0H8 

RC 

ASI 

63B/S/W 

141 

11 

12 

551-92A10 

AC 

MOSQ 

92A 

231 

8 

612-62B10 

AC 

MOSQ 

62B 

66 

4 

612-62B30 

AC 

BNCOC 

62B 

45 

‘  '  4 

610-63B10 

AC 

MOSQ 

63B 

159 

10  ' 

610-63B30 

AC 

BNCOC 

63B 

331 

WSSSk 

14  • 

610-ASIH8 

(63B/S) 

AC 

ASI 

63B/S 

286 

PWT"'"' 

3 

"^The  detailed  results  showing  the  schools  and  student  loads  for  all  the  courses  across 
all  the  options  are  provided  in  Appendix  C. 
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RTS-Ms  Assume  Larger  Workloads  Given  Longer  AC  Course 
Lengths 

Student  movement  is  one  measure  of  the  shift  in  training  workload 
resulting  from  cross-component  student  flows.  Since  AC-configured 
courses  are  much  longer  than  RC- configured  courses,  the  decrease  in 
training  workload  at  AC  schools,  and  the  corresponding  increase  at 
RTS-Ms,  is  fairly  substantial.^  In  our  discussions  with  personnel  at 
AC  schools,  we  were  told  that  reduced  training  budgets  have  cut 
down  the  number  of  instructors  at  AC  schools.  Currently,  AC  in¬ 
structors  spend  a  greater  amount  of  their  time  in  the  classroom  than 
they  did  before  the  personnel  reductions. 

Figure  3.2  shows  that  option  1  would  decrease  the  training  workload 
at  AC  schools  by  approximately  125,000  student  days.^  This  could 
reduce  the  amount  of  platform  time  currently  required  of  AC  instruc¬ 
tors.  Of  course,  AC  instructors  may  also  be  temporarily  assigned  to 
RTS-Ms  to  help  with  the  increase  in  workload  related  to  the  training 
of  AC  students. 

However,  the  increase  in  RC  workload  from  the  AC  training  is  within 
the  capacities  of  the  RTS-Ms,  according  to  what  we  were  told  when 
visiting  several  of  the  RTS-Ms.  Some  RTS-Ms  may  need  more  in¬ 
structors  than  indicated  by  their  Tables  of  Distribution  and  Al¬ 
lowances  (TDAs),  while  other  RTS-Ms  may  require  fewer  instructors. 
Overall,  the  increased  workload  from  training  AC  students  results  in 
more  fully  utilized  RTS-M  instructors. 

We  have  not  examined  in  detail  the  manpower  implications  of  the 
shift  in  training  workload,  other  than  to  note  the  potential  reduction 
in  average  classroom  time  for  AC  instructors  and  the  ability  of  the  ex- 


^The  AC  does  not  have  separate  courses  for  MOS  reclassification.  AC  students  who 
require  reclassification  training  attend  the  same  course  as  students  receiving  initial 
MOS  training.  These  AC  initial  entry  training  courses,  taken  by  both  AC  and  non- 
prior-service  RC  students,  include  common  skills  and  soldierization  tasks  not  covered 
in  basic  training.  RC  reclassification  courses  are  primarily  geared  to  prior-service 
gains  into  the  RC.  These  RC-configured  courses  do  not  contain  common  skills  or 
soldierization  portions.  As  a  result,  RC  MOS  reclassification  courses  provide  instruc¬ 
tion  in  the  new  MOS  in  a  shorter  time  than  the  AC  configured  courses  do. 

®Note  that  Figure  3.2  shows  only  the  workload  at  AC  schools  for  the  types  of  courses 
we  are  considering.  There  is  a  far  greater  workload  at  the  schools  for  lET  and  AIT 
training  and  for  non-maintenance-related  courses. 
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RAtiDMR1012-3.2 
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At  AC  schools  At  RC  schools 

Figure  3.2 — Effect  on  Training  Workload  at  AC  Schools  and  RC  Schools 

in  Option  1 


isting  RTS-Ms  to  assume  the  increased  workload.  There  may  actually 
be  some  savings  in  instructor  levels  from  further  integrating  AC  and 
RC  training.  (A  “back-of-the-envelope”  analysis  suggests  overall  in¬ 
structor  requirements  might  be  reduced  by  as  much  as  10  percent.) 
To  assess  such  questions  in  depth,  a  separate  analysis  of  the  person¬ 
nel  issues  would  be  needed.  The  real  questions  include  how,  where, 
and  when  to  use  different  types  of  instructors — ^AC,  AGR,  part-time 
RC,  or  civilian — for  different  courses  at  the  various  schools.  Tem¬ 
porarily  assigning  an  AC  instructor  to  an  RTS-M,  or  an  RC  instructor 
to  an  AC  school,  may  be  a  cost-effective  way  to  utilize  instructor  per¬ 
sonnel  to  meet  different  training  demands. 

Sending  Students  to  Nearest  Schools  Reduces  Travel  Cost  and 
AC  Student  Time  Away  from  Home 

The  left  side  of  Figure  3.3  shows  the  impact  on  travel  cost  of  sending 
a  student  to  the  nearest  school  offering  the  course,  regardless  of  the 
component  of  the  student  or  the  school.  As  the  figure  shows,  travel 
costs  are  reduced  by  approximately  one  million  dollars  (or  24  per¬ 
cent)  under  this  option.  As  mentioned  previously,  the  travel  costs 
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Figure  3.3 — Impact  on  Travel  Cost  and  AC  Time  Away  from  Home 

in  Option  1 

are  computed  by  calculating  the  round-trip  distance  from  the  stu¬ 
dent’s  home  or  unit  location  to  the  school.  The  resulting  total  dis¬ 
tance  for  all  students  is  costed  at  30  cents  per  mile.  The  baseline  re¬ 
flects  the  travel  resulting  from  the  actual  assignment  of  students  to 
schools  in  fiscal  year  1996.  The  “nearest  school”  bar  is  for  our  opti¬ 
mal  assignment  of  students  to  schools  without  component  distinc¬ 
tions. 

The  vast  majority  of  the  savings  in  travel  cost,  as  shown  in  Table  3.3, 
is  associated  with  sending  the  AC  students  to  RTS-Ms  that  are  closer 
than  the  proponent  AC  school. 

There  is  another  cost,  and  morale,  benefit  for  the  AC  students.  Many 
AC  soldiers  will  have  the  opportunity  to  take  a  course  at  a  school  that 
is  either  at  their  unit  location  or  within  an  easy  commute.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  AC  soldiers  at  Fort  Hood,  Fort  Bragg,  and  Fort  Stewart  may 
actually  be  trained  at  the  RTS-M  collocated  on  the  base  rather  than 
being  sent  temporary  duty  (TDY)  to  the  AC  proponent  school.  By 
allowing  students  to  go  to  the  nearest  Army  school  regardless  of 
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Table  3.3 

Breakdown  of  Travel  Costs  for  Baseline  and 
Nearest  School  Options 


Cost  of  Sending . . . 

Baseline 

Nearest  School 

AC  students  to  AC  schools 

2,099,182 

426,469 

AC  students  to  RTS-Ms 

983,232 

RC  students  to  RTS-Ms 

1,569,044 

1,011,229 

RC  students  to  AC  schools 

365,870 

component,  the  total  time  away  from  home  for  the  AC  students  is  re¬ 
duced  by  approximately  35,000  days,  or  22  percent  from  the  baseline 
(as  shown  on  the  right  side  of  Figure  3.3).  This  should  provide  an  in¬ 
crease  in  soldier  morale  and  unit  readiness,  since  soldiers  would  now 
stay  with  their  families  and  their  units  while  receiving  the  necessary 
training. 

There  is  also  a  reduction  in  per-diem  costs  resulting  from  an  AC  stu¬ 
dent  staying  “at  home”  versus  going  TDY  to  an  AC  proponent  school. 
The  exact  amount  of  such  savings  is  based  on  how  many  of  the  stu¬ 
dents  would  have  been  assigned  to  barracks  at  the  AC  school  (in 
which  case  per-diem  cost  per  day  might  be  as  low  as  $10)  or  put  on 
the  local  economy  (in  which  case  the  cost  per  day  could  be  as  much 
as  $100).  Per-diem  savings  are  more  likely  at  the  upper  end,  assum¬ 
ing  some  number  of  students  are  placed  in  local  hotels  versus  in  base 
barracks  and  that  any  reduction  in  the  number  of  students  would  re¬ 
sult  in  fewer  staying  “off  base.” 

OPTION  2:  REASSIGN  COURSES 

Reassign  Courses  to  Schools  Based  on  Geographic  Proximity 
and  Critical  Mass 

In  this  option,  we  considered  reassigning  courses  to  schools  based 
on  the  localized  demand  for  specific  courses.  In  this  case,  some 
schools  will  offer  more  courses  than  they  did  in  fiscal  year  1996, 
while  other  schools  will  have  a  reduced  set  of  course  offerings.  Our 
basic  assumption  is  that  any  RTS-M  can  offer  any  of  the  courses  in 
our  course  list.  That  is,  any  RTS-M  can  offer  any  course  taught  by 
any  other  RTS-M. 
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This  option  considers  two  cases.  In  the  first,  the  model  maintains  the 
constraint  that  a  course  is  offered  only  if  there  is  a  minimum  of  five 
students  taking  the  course.  This  case  results  in  specific  courses  being 
offered  at  a  large  number  of  locations,  many  with  fairly  small  class 
sizes.  The  case  has  the  greatest  impact  on  travel  cost,  since  there  is  a 
high  probability  that  AC  and  RC  students  will  find  the  course  they 
need  at  the  school  nearest  to  them.  RTS-Ms  become  ^‘multi¬ 
functional,”  offering  a  wide  range  of  maintenance  courses  (much  as 
they  are  today,  only  more  so). 

In  the  second  case,  we  group  like  courses  together.  The  groupings 
include  (1)  construction  equipment,  (2)  field  artillery,  (3)  metalwork¬ 
ing,  (4)  quartermaster,  (5)  tanks  and  Bradleys,  (6)  TOW  and  Dragon, 
(7)  weapons,  and  (8)  wheeled  and  track  vehicles  both  at  the  organi¬ 
zational  maintenance  levels  and  (9)  at  higher  maintenance  levels.  In 
each  group,  we  consider  the  NCOES,  MOS  reclassification,  additional 
skill  indicator  (ASI),  and  other  courses  appropriate  to  the  group.  We 
add  a  constraint  to  the  model  that  requires  a  school  to  offer  courses 
within  a  grouping  only  when  there  are  50  or  more  students  who  re¬ 
quire  such  courses.  This  case  results  in  more  “specialized”  RTS-Ms. 
That  is,  groups  of  “like”  courses  will  be  offered  only  at  a  few  RTS-Ms, 
and  RTS-Ms  will  offer  a  more  limited  range  of  courses.  This  case  in¬ 
creases  travel  costs  compared  to  the  first  case,  since  courses  will  be 
offered  at  fewer  locations. 

The  findings  shown  below  are  presented  for  the  two  cases. 

AC  Schools  and  RTS-Ms  Will  Have  Increased  Course 
Offerings,  Less  So  at  Specialized  RTS-Ms 

Figure  3.4  shows  the  number  of  RC  course  offerings  at  AC  schools 
and  the  AC  course  offerings  at  RTS-Ms  for  option  2.  Both  halves  of 
the  figure  show  the  results  from  our  first  option,  sending  students  to 
the  nearest  school,  given  the  courses  offered  at  schools  in  fiscal  year 
1996,  and  the  results  from  the  two  cases  for  the  second  option  of  re¬ 
assigning  courses  to  schools  in  an  “optimal”  manner. 

As  would  be  expected,  “multifunctional”  RTS-Ms  result  in  a  greater 
number  of  cross-component  course  offerings,  while  “specialized” 
RTS-Ms  reduce  the  number  of  cross-component  course  offerings 
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Figure  3.4 — Number  of  RC  Course  Offerings  at  AC  Schools  and  AC  Offerings 
at  RTS -Ms  for  Option  2  Compared  to  Option  1 


compared  to  option  1.  In  general,  there  is  not  a  large  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  courses  offered  in  options  1  and  2. 

Table  3.4  shows  the  same  breakdown  by  selected  courses  for  option  2 
that  we  showed  in  Table  3.2  for  option  1.  Again,  the  AC  courses, 
originally  offered  at  only  the  AC  schools,  are  now  offered  at  a  number 
of  RTS-Ms.  We  also  see  that  the  specialized  RC  case  results  in  a 
smaller  number  of  schools  offering  a  given  course  compared  to 
either  the  baseline  or  the  multifunctional  RC  case. 

Student  Flows  Across  Similar  Component  Boundaries  in 
Similar  Numbers 

Figure  3.5  shows  student  flows  for  the  two  cases  where  we  reassign 
courses  compared  to  the  results  from  the  first  case.  Fewer  RC  stu¬ 
dents  go  to  AC  schools  when  RTS-Ms  are  “multifunctional,”  since 
there  is  a  good  chance  the  needed  course  will  be  offered  at  an  RTS-M 
that  is  closer  than  an  AC  school.  Overall,  however,  the  student  flows 
are  very  similar. 
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Table  3.4 

Number  of  Schools  Offering  Specific  Courses:  Option  2 


Course  ID 

Com¬ 

ponent 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

FY96 

Stud. 

'  Base¬ 
line 

Reassign 
Courses 
'  (Multi.) 

Reassign 
Courses 
(Spec.)  ' 

091-52D10 

RC 

MOSQ 

52D 

231 

13 

...  7 

052-62B10 

RC 

MOSQ 

62B 

201 

12 

11 

4  - 

052-62B30 

RC 

BNCOC 

62B 

65 

9 

8 

3 

091-63B10 

RC 

MOSQ 

63B 

723 

'■''''"17.,# 

17 

11 

091-63B30 

RC 

BNCOC 

63B 

298 

15 

9 

091-63- 

B/S/W10H8 

RC 

ASI 

63B/ 

S/W 

141 

12 

4 

551-92A10 

AC 

MOSQ 

92A 

231 

■  1 

8 

5 

612-62B10 

AC 

MOSQ 

62B 

66 

1 

/  '  7 

.  4 

612-62B30 

AC 

BNCOC 

62B 

45 

.  1 

7 

3 

610-63B10 

AC 

MOSQ 

63B 

159 

1 

9 

6. 

610-63B30 

AC 

BNCOC 

63B 

331 

1 

13 

13  = 

610-ASIH8 

(63B/S) 

AC 

ASI 

63B/S 

286 

1 
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Figure  3.5 — Student  Flows  of  RC  Students  to  AC  Schools  and  AC  Students  to 
RTS -Ms  for  Option  2  Compared  to  Option  1 
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Table  3.5  shows  the  counterpart  to  Table  3.1  for  option  1,  in  this  case 
for  the  specialized  case  of  option  2.  As  was  true  in  option  1,  the  AC 
schools,  especially  the  NCO  Academies,  trade  a  large  number  of  AC 
students  for  a  smaller  number  of  RC  students.  In  the  specialized 
case,  the  AC  schools  with  small  student  loads — Fort  Leonard  Wood 
USATC  and  the  NCO  Academy,  Fort  Sill,  and  Fort  Knox  NCO 
Academy — have  all  their  AC  maintenance  students  reassigned  to 
RTS-Ms.  Also,  as  with  option  1,  some  RTS -Ms  have  more  students 
while  others  have  fewer  or  stay  about  the  same. 

Travel  Costs  Decrease  in  All  Options 

Figure  3.6  shows  the  impact  on  travel  costs.  There  is  a  separate  bar 
for  the  baseline  calculated  from  the  actual  assignment  of  students  to 
schools  in  fiscal  year  1996  and  bars  for  the  first  option  (sending  stu¬ 
dents  to  the  nearest  school  based  on  the  fiscal  year  1996  course  as¬ 
signments)  and  the  two  cases  of  option  2.  In  all  options,  travel  costs 
are  reduced  compared  to  the  baseline,  with  the  greatest  reduction,  as 
expected,  when  we  allow  RTS-Ms  to  teach  multifunctional  courses. 
Table  3.6  shows  that  over  $1,000,000  is  saved  in  AC  student  travel  and 
almost  $500,000  is  saved  in  RC  student  travel  for  the  multifunctional 
case.  The  specialized  case  shows  different  results.  The  more  than 
$1,000,000  savings  in  AC  student  travel  is  offset  by  a  $500,000  in¬ 
crease  in  RC  student  travel.  The  net  effect  for  the  specialized  case  is 
a  decrease  in  total  travel  costs  of  approximately  $500,000. 

AC  Student  Time  Aw^ay  from  Home  Also  Decreases  in  All 
Options 

Finally,  Figure  3.7  shows  the  impact  on  AC  students’  time  away  from 
home.  Again,  there  is  a  bar  for  the  baseline  where  the  AC  student 
goes  to  the  AC  school  for  training  and  education  and  separate  bars 
for  the  two  options  that  allow  students  to  take  courses  regardless  of 
the  component  of  the  student  or  of  the  school.  In  all  the  options,  the 
time  away  from  home  is  reduced.  This  has  the  impact  of  improving 
morale  or  quality  of  life  while  reducing  per- diem  costs. 
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Table  3.5 

Specific  AC  and  RC  Student  Flows  in  Option  2  (Specialized  Case) 


Reassign  courses 
Baseline  (specialized) 


AC 

RC 

AC 

RC 

Difference 

AC  schools 

Aberdeen 

666 

0 

242 

403 

(21) 

Fort  Jackson  USATC 

497 

0 

136 

195 

(160) 

Fort  Knox 

301 

0 

183 

0 

(118) 

Forth.  Wood  USATC 

66 

0 

0 

52 

(14) 

Fort  Lee 

231 

0 

100 

0 

(131) 

Fort  Sill 

14 

0 

0 

33 

19 

Aberdeen  NCO  Academy 

1,201 

0 

184 

76 

(941) 

Fort  Knox  NCO  Academy 

60 

0 

0 

23 

(37) 

Fort  L.  Wood  NCO  Academy 

45 

0 

0 

0 

(45) 

Fort  Lee  NCO  Academy 

387 

0 

164 

136 

(87) 

Total 

3,468  - 

1,009 1  [ 

918 

(1,541) 

1 

(29%)  ^ 

(13%) 

RC  schools  (RTS-Ms)  \  / 

Fort  Devens 

0 

i  68 

13  / 

0 

(55) 

Jefferson  City 

0 

\  355 

213  / 

234 

92 

Fort  Hood 

0 

\  402 

292/ 

258 

148 

Fort  Indiantown  Gap 

0 

242 

86 

429 

273 

Fort  McCoy 

0 

252 

96 

161 

5 

Salina 

0 

573 

144 

415 

(14) 

Camp  Dodge 

0 

963 

165 

441 

(357) 

Fort  Dix 

0 

493 

41 

598 

146 

Fort  Bragg 

0 

388 

210 

334 

156 

Camp  Shelby 

0 

398\ 

/l88 

278 

68 

Camp  Robert 

0 

578  \ 

/  197 

463 

82 

Camp  Ripley 

0 

381  \  i 

f  189 

389 

197 

Fort  Custer 

0 

268  \  / 

107 

313 

152 

Gowen  Field 

0 

408  ¥ 

120 

657 

369 

Blanding 

0 

235  A 

206 

312 

283 

Fort  Stewart 

0 

712  /\ 

,  129 

567 

(16) 

Waiwa 

0 

98  / 

47 

12 

Total 

0  1 

6,8141—4 

2,459  — ►[ 

5,896 

1,541 

(71%)  (87%) 
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Baseline  Nearest  Reassign  Reassign 

(FY96)  school  courses  courses 

(multi.)  (spec.) 


Figure  3.6 — Impact  of  Travel  Costs  for  Option  2  Compared  to  Option  1 


Table  3.6 

Breakdown  of  Travel  Cost  Savings  for  Option  2 


Cost  of  Sending . . . 

Baseline 

Reassign  Courses 
(Multifunctional) 

Reassign  Courses 
(Specialized) 

AC  students  to  AC  schools 

2,099,182 

290,580 

301,852 

AC  students  to  RTS-Ms 

592,727 

731,739 

RC  students  to  RTS-Ms 

1,569,044 

923,137 

1,588,997 

RC  students  to  AC  schools 

146,059 

476,935 
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Baseline  Nearest  Reassign  Reassign 

(FY96)  school  courses  courses 


(multi.)  (spec.) 


Figure  3.7— AC  Student  Time  Away  from  Home  for  Option  2  Compared 

to  Option  1 


OPTION  3:  CONSOLIDATE  SCHOOLS 

Reduce  Number  of  Training  Sites  for  Maintenance  Courses 

The  last  option  we  examined  investigates  the  potential  for  reducing 
the  number  of  training  sites  for  maintenance  courses.  Depending  on 
the  specific  case  examined  (multifunctional  or  specialized  RTS-Ms), 
the  model  indicates  that  maintenance  courses  could  be  offered  at 
from  2  to  6  fewer  RTS-Ms  than  the  17  currently  used.^  Although 
these  RTS-Ms  could  potentially  be  closed,  we  believe  that  a  greater 
benefit  would  arise  from  changing  the  training  mission  of  these 
"excess”  schools. 


^Since  the  Army  is  moving  away  from  multifunctional  schools  and  since  it  is  unlikely 
to  make  reductions  on  the  scale  that  the  model  suggests,  we  have  focused  the  analysis 
on  the  specialized  case. 


Results  of  Analyzing  Three  Integration  Options  27 


We  add  to  the  moders  objective  function  a  fixed  cost  of  $370,000  to 
open  an  RTS-M.  Therefore,  the  model  balances  savings  in  travel  and 
course  costs  with  the  fixed  costs  of  an  RTS-M. 


Results  Mirror  Those  for  Previous  Options 

The  results  from  this  option  mirror  the  results  from  the  previous  two 
options.  A  significant  number  of  students  and  courses  cross  compo¬ 
nent  boundaries,  with  a  resulting  decrease  in  travel  costs  plus  AC 
student  time  away  from  home  and  per-diem  costs.  Figure  3.8  shows 
the  student  flows  for  all  three  options,  using  the  "specialized”  case 
for  option  3.  As  can  be  seen,  the  10  percent-70  percent  numbers  are 
about  the  same  as  in  the  other  two  options. 

Table  3.7  shows  the  specific  student  flows  for  the  specialized  case  in 
option  3.  In  this  case,  the  model  suggests  that  two  RTS-Ms  could  be 
closed  or  have  their  mission  changed. 


Nearest  Reassign  Reassign  Consol- 
school  courses  courses  idate 
(multi.)  (spec.)  schools 
(spec.) 


RAUDMR1012-3.8 


school  courses  courses  idate 
(multi.)  (spec.)  schools 

(spec.) 


Figure  3.8 — Student  Flows  of  RC  Students  to  AC  Schools  and  AC  Students  to 
RTS-Ms  for  Option  3  Compared  to  Options  1  and  2 
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Table  3»7 

Specific  AC  and  RC  Student  Flows  in  Option  3  (Specialized  Case) 


Baseline 

AC  RC 

Consolidate  schools 
(specialized) 

AC  RC  Difference 

AC  schools 

Aberdeen 

666 

0 

238 

385 

(43) 

Fort  Jackson  USATC 

497 

0 

157 

50 

(290) 

Fort  Knox 

301 

0 

175 

0 

(126) 

Forth.  Wood  USATC 

66 

0 

0 

51 

(15) 

Fort  Lee 

231 

0 

100 

0 

(131) 

Fort  Sill 

14 

0 

0 

33 

19 

Aberdeen  NCO  Academy 

1,201 

0 

193 

36 

(972) 

Fort  Knox  NCO  Academy 

60 

0 

0 

23 

(37) 

Fort  L.  Wood  NCO  Academy 

45 

0 

0 

0 

(45) 

Fort  Lee  NCO  Academy 

387 

0 

180 

136 

(71) 

Total 

3,468 

1,043 

714 

(1,711) 

L . 

(30%)  ^ 

^  (10%) 

RC  schools  (RTS-Ms) 

\ 

/ 

Fort  Devens 

0 

\  68 

13  / 

0 

(68) 

Jefferson  City 

0 

\  355 

221  / 

381 

247 

Fort  Hood 

0 

\  ^^62 

290/ 

195 

83 

Fort  Indiantown  Gap 

0 

242 

149 

464 

371 

Fort  McCoy 

0 

252 

0 

0 

(252) 

Salina 

0 

573 

159 

345 

(69) 

Camp  Dodge 

0 

963 

170 

297 

(496) 

Fort  Dix 

0 

493 

30 

659 

196 

Fort  Bragg 

0 

388 

161 

507 

280 

Camp  Shelby 

0 

398\ 

/l98 

301 

101 

Camp  Robert 

0 

578  \ 

/  202 

451 

75 

Camp  Ripley 

0 

381  \ 

/  156 

499 

274 

Fort  Custer 

0 

268  \ 

/  167 

313 

212 

Gowen  Field 

0 

408  1 

'  133 

698 

423 

Blanding 

0 

235  f 

i  191 

377 

333 

Fort  Stewart 

0 

712  / 

\ 

557 

(19) 

Waiwa 

0 

98  / 

56 

20 

Total 

0 

1  6,814 1—)  2,425 

6,100 

1  1,711 

(70%) 

(90%) 
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Figures  3.9  and  3.10  show  the  impacts  on  travel  cost  and  time  away 
from  home,  respectively,  for  the  specialized  case  of  option  3.  Again, 
the  figures  are  comparable  across  all  the  options.  The  breakout  of 
travel  cost  savings  for  option  3  are  similar  to  those  of  option  2 — the 
more  than  $1,000,000  savings  in  AC  student  travel  is  offset  by  a 
$500,000  increase  in  RC  student  travel. 

Finally,  Table  3.8  shows  for  selected  courses  the  number  of  schools 
offering  courses  in  the  specialized  case  of  option  3. 

Number  of  RTS -Ms  Can  Be  Reduced 

The  model  allocates  the  fiscal  year  1996  training  inputs  into  fewer 
than  the  17  RTS-Ms  currently  conducting  RC  maintenance  courses: 
As  shown  above  in  Table  3.5,  two  RTS-Ms  in  the  specialized  case  are 
“excess”  for  the  maintenance  training  demand.  We  do  not,  however, 
suggest  that  these  “excess”  training  facilities  be  closed.  Since  they 
have  very  capable  facilities,  training  equipment,  and  personnel, 
redirecting  their  training  mission  to  other  nonmaintenance  areas. 


RANDMR1012-3.9 


(multi.)  (spec.)  (spec.) 


Figure  3.9— Impact  of  Travel  Cost  for  Option  3  Compared  to 
Options  1  and  2 
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(FY96)  school  courses  courses  schools 

(multi.)  (spec.)  (spec.) 


Figure  3.10 — ^AC  Student  Time  Away  from  Home  for  Option  3  Compared  to 

Options  1  and  2 


such  as  transportation  or  quartermaster  courses,  might  be  a  more 
cost-effective  use  of  those  sites.  Of  course,  using  the  RTS-Ms  to  pro¬ 
vide  training  in  areas  such  as  transportation  could  lead  to  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  resources  currently  used  for  teaching  those  types  of 
courses.  That  is,  the  facilities,  instructors,  and  other  resources  cur¬ 
rently  used  in  training  RC  transportation  courses  could  be  excess  to 
the  system  if  existing  RTS-Ms  assume  the  RC  transportation  training 
mission. 

Even  with  Fewer  RTS-Ms,  the  System  Is  Still  Robust 

The  analyses  described  here  used  the  training  inputs  in  fiscal  year 
1996  as  reflected  in  ATRRS.  However,  the  resulting  number  of  stu¬ 
dents,  especially  RC  students,  may  not  represent  the  actual  number 
of  soldiers  that  required  maintenance  training  in  fiscal  year  1996.^ 


®Our  earlier  research  showed  that  the  number  of  RC  soldiers  shown  as  not  duty  MOS 
qualified  greatly  exceeded  the  number  of  seats  available  in  RC  schools.  Similarly,  we 
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Table  3.8 

Number  of  Schools  Offering  Selected  Courses:  Option  3 


Course  ID 

Com¬ 

ponent 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

FY96 

Students 

Consolidate' 
Schools 
Baseline  (Spec.) 

091-52D10 

052-62B10 

052-62B30 

091-63B10 

091-63B30 

091-63-B/S/ 

W10H8 

RC 

RC 

RC 

RC 

RC 

RC 

MOSQ 

MOSQ 

BNCOC 

MOSQ 

BNCOC 

ASI 

52D 

62B 

62B 

63B 

63B 

63B/S/W 

231 

201 

65 

723 

298 

141 

551-92A10 

AC 

MOSQ 

92A 

231 

612-62B10 

AC 

MOSQ 

62B 

66 

1-: 

612-62B30 

AC 

BNCOC 

62B 

45 

'  1  -W  2 

610-63B10 

AC 

MOSQ 

63B 

159 

1  '-'5. 

610-63B30 

610-ASIH8 

AC 

BNCOC 

63B 

331 

1  if : 

(63B/S) 

AC 

ASI 

63B/S 

286 

Also,  there  may  be  future  surges  in  the  demand  for  maintenance- 
related  training  because  of  force  structure  changes  or  turbulence  in 
the  RC  personnel  system.  Any  changes  to  the  structure  and  use  of 
schools  providing  maintenance  training  must  ensure  that  the  result¬ 
ing  structure  is  robust  enough  to  meet  demands  above  those  re¬ 
flected  by  the  actual  training  inputs  in  fiscal  year  1996. 

To  examine  how  robust  the  system  would  be  with  up  to  six  fewer 
RTS-Ms,  we  used  Standard  Installation/Division  Personnel  System 
(SIDPERS)  data  to  estimate  the  number  of  RC  soldiers  who  are 
shown  as  nonqualified  and  who,  hence,  required  maintenance- 
related  training  in  fiscal  year  1996.  We  checked  individual  soldier 
records  to  see  which  soldiers  were  not  duty  MOS  qualified  (DMOSQ) 
or  required  NCOES  training  in  fiscal  year  1996.  The  result  may  be  an 
overestimate  of  requirements  (since  some  soldiers  will  either  shortly 


observed  a  “backlog"  of  NCOs  who  needed  to  complete  the  NCOES  course  required 
for  current  or  impending  grade;  this  number  greatly  exceeded  available  classroom 
seats.  In  general,  the  number  of  available  seats  was  less  than  half  the  number  of  sol¬ 
diers  showing  a  need  for  reclassification  training  or  NCOES.  (See  Winkler  et  al.,  1996.) 
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leave  the  force  or  will  transition  to  a  new  MOS),  but  if  the  school 
structure  can  accommodate  an  overestimate  of  requirements,  then  it 
should  surely  be  able  to  handle  the  “true"  demand. 

To  explore  whether  these  schools  could  handle  an  expanded  demand 
for  training,  we  examined  whether  the  reduced  RTS-M  structure 
could  handle  a  demand  that  was  approximately  twice  the  load  shown 
in  ATRRS  in  fiscal  year  1996.  We  found  that  the  reduced  RTS-M 
structure  still  had  the  capacity  to  accommodate  the  increased  train¬ 
ing  load  (assuming  the  remaining  RTS-Ms  had  their  full  TDA  com¬ 
plement  of  instructors).  The  total  number  of  AC  and  RC  instructors 
needed  to  meet  the  training  workload  indicated  by  the  fiscal  year 
1996  inputs  is  sufficient  for  the  increased  demand,  although  there 
may  be  some  redistribution  of  instructors  among  the  schools,  both 
by  type  (especially  for  the  “specialized"  RTS-Ms)  and  in  number.  For 
example,  with  training  workload  redistributed  between  the  AC  and 
RC  schools,  some  AC  instructors  might  be  assigned  temporarily  to  an 
RTS-M  to  help  meet  peak  demands. 

RTS-Ms  Have  the  Capacity  to  Assume  New  Missions 

To  examine  the  potential  for  the  “excess"  RTS-M  capacity  to  take  on 
other  training  missions,  we  extracted  from  ATRRS  the  number  of  AC 
and  RC  soldiers  who  received  training  in  transportation-related 
courses  in  fiscal  year  1996.  This  was  approximately  3,400  RC  and  800 
AC  soldiers.  The  model  suggests  that  the  RTS-Ms  have  sufficient  ca¬ 
pacity  to  meet  this  demand  for  transportation  courses  in  addition  to 
the  increased  maintenance- related  demand  described  above.  Rather 
than  mixing  maintenance  and  transportation  courses  at  RTS-Ms,  we 
believe  it  would  be  more  effective  to  have  some  number  of  the 
RTS-Ms  concentrate  on  transportation  courses  (as  RTS-Ts),  while  the 
remaining  schools  conduct  the  maintenance  courses. 


Chapter  Four 

CONCLUSIONS  AND  IMPLICATIONS 


Although  the  analyses  conducted  here  were  exploratory,  there  are 
still  some  important  implications  from  the  research.  Basically,  the 
implications  have  to  do  with  the  benefits  of  further  integration, 
whether  the  maintenance -related  results  can  be  generalized  to  other 
areas,  and  the  potential  next  steps  for  the  Army. 

AC/RC  SCHOOL  INTEGRATION  PROVIDES  A  RANGE  OF 
PERSONNEL-RELATED  BENEFITS 

The  exploratory  analysis  suggests  that  there  are  benefits  for  three 
personnel  groups:  instructors,  school  support  staff,  and  AC  and  RC 
students.  We  examine  each  in  turn. 

Instructor  Benefits 

Our  analyses  suggest  that  allowing  students  to  attend  the  nearest 
school  offering  a  course,  regardless  of  the  component  of  the  student 
or  the  school,  can  result  in  a  large  number  of  student  training  days 
migrating  from  the  AC  schools  to  the  RTS-Ms.  This  migration  re¬ 
duces  the  platform  time  and  workload  of  AC  instructors,  thereby 
providing  a  boost  in  morale  to  what  may  be  a  currently  overworked 
and  overstressed  workforce.  In  addition,  many  believe  that  the  cur¬ 
rent  cadre  of  RC  instructors  can  accommodate  this  increased  work¬ 
load,  particularly  given  current  levels  of  quota  utilization. 

Although  fewer  overall  instructors  may  be  needed  in  the  integrated 
system,  we  stress  that  a  more  thorough  analysis  is  needed  to  under- 
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Stand  how  best  to  utilize  the  AC,  AGR,  and  part-time  RC  instructors. 
For  example,  sending  an  AC  instructor  temporarily  to  schools  close 
to  the  students  may  be  preferred  to  sending  the  students  to  a  school 
some  distance  from  the  location  of  their  home.  Moreover,  tem¬ 
porarily  assigning  RC  instructors,  either  full-time  AGRs  or  part-time 
M-day  personnel,  to  AC  schools  may  be  an  efficient  way  to  satisfy 
peak  demands. 

Support  Personnel  Benefits 

In  terms  of  support  personnel,  we  found  that  the  number  of  school 
support  personnel  is  fairly  insensitive  to  the  training  workloads  at  the 
school.  Therefore,  increasing  the  workload  at  the  RTS-Ms,  or  de¬ 
creasing  it  at  the  AC  schools,  should  have  almost  no  effect  on  the 
number  of  school  support  personnel.  If  RTS-Ms  are  closed,  however, 
or  have  their  missions  changed,  there  may  be  some  support  staff  per¬ 
sonnel  savings  in  the  system. 

Student  Benefits 

The  greatest  advantage  of  furthering  the  integration  of  the  AC  and  RC 
school  systems  may  be  associated  with  the  students.  Travel  time  and 
cost  can  be  reduced,  and,  most  important,  the  time  away  from  home 
(and  the  resulting  per-diem  costs)  will  be  reduced  for  AC  soldiers 
who  go  to  an  RTS-M  either  at  their  home  base  or  within  an  easy 
commute.  Also,  the  AC  does  not  have  separate  courses  for  MOS  re¬ 
classification.  AC  soldiers  needing  training  in  a  new  MOS  go  to  the 
same  course  as  soldiers  receiving  their  first  MOS  training.  A  portion 
of  these  “full”  MOS  courses  addresses  common  skills  and  provides 
soldierization  beyond  what  is  needed  for  a  prior-service  soldier.  RC 
MOS  reclassification  courses  assume  that  the  soldiers  have  received 
the  common  skill  and  soldierization  portions  during  lET  and,  there¬ 
fore,  are  shorter  than  the  corresponding  initial  entry  course.  If  AC 
soldiers  needing  reclassification  training  in  a  new  MOS  were  permit¬ 
ted  to  take  the  RC  version  of  the  course,  overall  AC  training  time 
could  be  reduced. 

Although  many  of  the  advantages  are  monetary,  integration  of  the 
training  and  education  of  AC  and  RC  soldiers  would  presumably  en¬ 
hance  the  overall  integration  of  the  total  force.  When  students  are 
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taught  by  instructors  from  other  components,  in  the  facilities  of  the 
other  components,  and  potentially  alongside  students  from  the  other 
components,  one  could  expect  that  cultural  barriers  would  begin  to 
disappear  and  cross-component  contact  and  confidence  would  in¬ 
crease. 

RESULTS  CAN  BE  GENERALIZED  BEYOND  MAINTENANCE 
TRAINING  AREA 

Our  analysis  has  focused  on  maintenance  training.  However,  we  be¬ 
lieve  the  concepts  and  opportunities  for  further  integrating  AC  and 
RC  training  exist  in  other  areas  as  well.  The  most  obvious  extensions 
beyond  maintenance  would  be  to  other  functional  areas  with  re¬ 
gional  training  sites  in  the  RC  (e.g.,  engineer,  medical,  and  military 
intelligence).  However,  we  think  that  in  principle  the  concept  could 
be  extended  readily  to  those  RC  training  organizations  that  operate 
regional  training  sites,  such  as  maintenance,  medical,  and  intelli¬ 
gence. 

The  alternative  training  opportunities  and  the  potential  for  more  ef¬ 
ficient  operations  largely  result  from  the  RTS  facilities  and  personnel 
that  may  already  exist.  RTSs  are  miniversions  of  their  AC  counter¬ 
parts  with  fixed  facilities,  permanent  training  equipment,  and  full¬ 
time  personnel.  The  training  of  RC  soldiers  could  greatly  benefit 
from  similar  structures  in  other  areas,  such  as  the  conversion  of 
some  existing  RTS-Ms  to  other  functions  (e.g.,  to  Regional  Training 
Sites  for  Transportation  (RTS-Ts))  or  the  development  of  similar  re¬ 
gional  RC  schools  in  other  functional  areas. 

PILOT-TESTING  AC/RC  INTEGRATION  AND  CONDUCTING 
MORE  DETAILED  ANALYSES  OF  INSTRUCTOR 
REQUIREMENTS  ARE  LOGICAL  NEXT  STEPS 

The  foregoing  analysis  indicates  that  there  are  potential  benefits 
from  integrating  training  across  components.  If  the  Army  should 
decide  to  proceed  along  these  lines,  the  next  step  should  be  a  pilot 
test,  to  better  understand  the  options  and  the  policy  and  resource 
implications.  Such  a  pilot  program  might  include  selecting  two  or 
three  RTS-Ms,  potentially  those  collocated  at  active  bases,  to  con¬ 
duct  AC- configured  courses.  Aberdeen,  or  another  AC  school,  could 
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begin  to  offer  RC- configured  MOS  reclassification  and  possibly 
NCOES  courses.  One  or  more  RTS-Ms,  potentially  those  with  low 
student  workloads,  could  also  offer  transportation  or  quartermaster 
courses  on  a  trial  basis. 

Admittedly,  these  changes  could  have  significant  implications  if 
found  beneficial  and  adopted  on  a  wider  scale.  The  integration  of 
reclassification  training  in  the  maintenance  area  seems  straightfor¬ 
ward  enough;  however,  it  could  result  in  a  shorter  reclassification 
course  for  AC  soldiers,  along  the  lines  of  (and  perhaps  in  conjunction 
with)  current  RC  reclassification  training.  The  integration  of  NCOES 
could  face  strong  cultural  resistance,  since  some  AC  NCOs  would 
then  take  some  or  all  their  BNCOC  or  ANCOC  at  an  RTS-M 
(presumably  with  oversight  from  a  proponent  or  major  command 
NCO  Academy).  However,  some  RC  NCOs  will  now  attend  AC  NCO 
Academies.  While  such  changes  seem  dramatic,  it  may  be  impossi¬ 
ble  to  maintain  the  status  quo.  Reduced  training  budgets  and  TDA 
personnel  allowances  at  the  schools  require  the  Army  to  find  more 
efficient  ways  to  conduct  the  training  of  all  soldiers,  regardless  of 
component. 

A  second  desirable  step,  as  we  have  noted  previously,  would  be  a 
more  thorough  examination  of  the  instructor  requirements  resulting 
from  a  more  fully  integrated  school  system.  A  potential  barrier  to 
integration  arises  from  Army  manpower  staffing  standards,  which 
“reward”  shifts  in  workload  with  reductions  in  manpower  resources. 
An  estimate  of  how  many  instructors,  and  what  type  of  instructors 
(e.g.,  AC,  AGR,  or  part-time  RC),  are  needed  at  various  training  loca¬ 
tions  is  necessary  to  better  understand  potential  cost  and  resource 
implications  and  to  identify  options  for  encouraging  such  innova¬ 
tion.  Such  analyses  should  consider  the  potential  for  temporarily  as¬ 
signing  instructors  to  training  locations,  either  by  detailing  them 
from  their  assigned  school  to  another  school  or  by  using  part-time 
(i.e.,  M-day)  RC  instructors,  to  help  meet  a  surge  in  training  workload 
and  encourage  systemwide  efficiency. 


Appendix  A 

TECHNICAL  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE 
OPTIMIZATION  MODEL 


This  appendix  provides  a  technical  description  of  the  optimization 

model  developed  to  examine  the  options  presented  in  the  body  of 

the  report.  The  model  uses  a  linear  programming  construct  and  is 

coded  in  the  GAMS  software  package. 

MODEL  DIMENSIONS 

There  are  five  dimensions,  or  subscripts,  used  in  the  model: 

•  Subscript  i  represents  the  two  Army  components,  AC  and  RC. 

•  Subscript  /  represents  the  51  potential  home  locations  (50  states 
plus  the  District  of  Columbia)  of  the  students. 

•  Subscript  k  represents  the  111  maintenance-related  courses  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  analysis.  A  list  of  the  courses  is  provided  in  Ap¬ 
pendix  C. 

•  Subscript  I  represents  the  27  different  AC  (10  schools  and  NCO 
Academies)  and  RC  (17  RTS-Ms)  schools  that  conduct 
maintenance-related  courses.  A  list  of  the  schools  is  provided  in 
Appendix  B. 

•  Subscript  g  represents  the  11  different  course  groupings.  The 
relationship  of  courses  to  groups  is  based  on  department  struc¬ 
ture  at  Aberdeen  or  on  the  courses  offered  at  the  other  AC 
schools.  The  MOSs  or  functional  courses  in  each  group  are 
shown  in  Table  A.  1 . 
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Table  A.  1 

Relationship  Between  Groups  and  MOSs 


Group  Name 

MOSs /Functional  Courses 

ANCOC 

All  AC  63  level 

Construction  equipment 

62B 

Field  artillery 

45D,  63D 

Metalworking 

44B,  44E 

Quartermaster 

92A,  TAMMS,  ULLS 

Tactical  support  equipment 

52C,  52D,  52F,  63J 

Tanks  and  Bradleys 

45E,  45T,  63E,  63N,  63T 

TOW/ Dragon  repair 

27E 

Weapons 

45B,  45G,  45K 

Wheel  and  track  vehicle  (DS/GS) 

63G,  63H,  63W,  63Y 

Wheel  vehicle  (organizational) 

63B,  63S 

DECISION  VARIABLES 

There  are  four  decision  variables  in  the  model: 

•  is  the  number  of  students  in  component  i  from  home  loca¬ 
tion  j  taking  course  k  at  school  /. 

•  Wkj  is  a  binary  (0, 1)  variable  indicating  that  course  k  is  offered  at 
school  L  This  variable  can  be  preset  in  the  model  to  force  certain 
courses  to  be  offered  at  certain  schools  (option  1),  or  the  model 
can  determine  the  optimal  assignment  of  courses  to  schools 
(options  2  and  3). 

•  y;  is  a  binary  (0,1)  variable  indicating  school  I  is  open.  This  vari¬ 
able  can  be  preset  in  the  model  to  force  a  school  to  be  open 
(options  1  and  2),  or  the  model  can  determine  the  optimal  set  of 
schools  to  use  for  the  course  offerings  (option  3). 

•  Tg  i  is  a  binary  (0,1)  variable  indicating  that  course  group  g  is  of¬ 
fered  at  school  I  This  variable  can  be  preset  to  indicate  that  a  set 
of  courses  are  offered  at  a  school  (option  1  and  2  multi¬ 
functional),  or  the  model  can  determine  the  optimal  assignment 
of  course  groupings  to  schools  (option  2  specialized  and  option 
3). 
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As  indicated  above,  some  of  the  decision  variables  can  be  preset,  or 

not  included  in  the  model,  depending  on  the  specific  option  being 

examined. 

PARAMETERS 

There  are  a  number  of  parameters  included  in  the  model: 

•  Dj  i  is  the  round-trip  distance  in  miles  from  a  student’s  home  lo¬ 
cation  j  to  school  I  Data  from  the  ATRRS  files  provide  the  home 
state  for  RC  students  and  the  state  where  AC  students’  units  are 
located.  The  model  uses  the  latitude  and  longitude  for  the  cen¬ 
troid  of  each  state  and  the  latitude  and  longitude  for  each  school 
to  calculate  the  straight-line  distance. 

•  Efc  is  the  length  of  course  k  in  days.  These  data  are  from  ATRRS. 

•  $D  is  the  cost  per  mile.  A  factor  of  .30  is  used. 

•  $F  is  the  fixed  annual  cost  for  offering  a  course.  This  cost  in¬ 
cludes  initial  supplies  and  courseware  and  the  required  training 
for  the  course  instructor.  We  use  a  value  of  $50,000  based  on 
earlier  research.  1 

•  $/  is  the  fixed  annual  cost  for  having  school  I  open.  It  includes 
administrative  staff  personnel,  utilities,  and  annual  facilities 
maintenance  costs.  We  use  a  factor  of  $370,000  for  all  schools 
and  RTS-Ms. 

•  Rij  jc  is  the  number  of  students  from  component  i  at  home  loca¬ 
tion  j  requiring  course  k.  These  data  are  from  the  fiscal  year  1996 
ATRRS  files  and  represent  the  actual  number  of  students  who 
were  trained. 

•  Mjt  is  the  minimum  number  of  students  required  to  offer  course 
k.  We  use  a  value  of  5  students  for  all  courses  except  those 
courses  where  the  annual  demand  was  less  than  5  students.  For 
those  low-demand  courses,  we  use  the  annual  demand  as  the 
minimum  class  size. 


^See  Shanley  et  al.  (1997)  for  a  discussion  of  how  this  $50,000  cost  was  derived. 
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•  Mg  is  the  minimum  number  of  students  in  group  gin  order  for  a 
school  to  offer  courses  in  that  group.  We  use  a  factor  of  50  for  all 
groups. 

•  Qk,i  is  the  maximum  number  of  students  in  course  k  at  school  I 
These  data  are  from  the  ATRRS  schedule  file. 

•  Qi  is  the  maximum  number  of  student  days  at  RTS-M  /.  We  use  a 
value  of  15,600  for  all  RTS-Ms.  This  value  is  based  on  an  average 
of  data  from  the  RTS-Ms  at  Forts  Stewart,  Bragg,  and  Dix.  It 
considers  the  number  of  classrooms  and  instructors  available  at 
an  RTS-M.  It  relates  to  1,200  students  a  year  taking  an  average 
13-day  course. 

•  Sjc^g  is  a  binary  variable  set  to  one  if  course  k  is  in  group  g,  and 
zero  otherwise. 

MODEL  OBJECTIVE  FUNCTION 

The  objective  of  the  model  is  to  minimize  costs.  For  the  general 
model,  the  mathematical  representation  is 

Minimize  it,/ +  SfcS/$F'Vl4^/+ S/$/ T/. 

The  first  term  represents  the  travel  cost  and  the  variable  course  costs 
(currently  set  to  zero)  associated  with  sending  X  students  in 
component  /  from  location  7  to  school  I  to  take  course  k.  The  second 
term  captures  the  fixed  cost  of  offering  a  course  at  a  school.  The  last 
term  represents  the  fixed  cost  in  having  a  school  open. 

In  option  1  and  the  multifunctional  case  of  option  2,  we  use  only  the 
first  cost  element,  the  travel  cost  (i.e.,  we  set  $F and  $/  equal  to  zero). 
For  the  specialized  case  of  option  2,  we  use  the  first  two  elements  of 
cost,  the  travel  and  fixed  course  costs  (i.e.,  we  set  $/  equal  to  zero). 
For  option  3,  we  use  all  three  elements  of  cost. 

MODEL  CONSTRAINTS 

There  are  several  constraints  in  the  model  that  define  the  potential 
solution  space  for  the  objective  function.  We  list  these  constraints 
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below  and  describe  how  they  are,  or  are  not,  used  for  the  specific  op¬ 
tions  we  analyzed. 

Supply  Equals  Demand 

liX^k,i  =  Ri.].k  forall 

In  each  of  the  options,  we  ensure  that  the  AC  and  RC  students  who 
were  trained  in  fiscal  year  1996  in  the  maintenance -related  courses 
we  are  considering  are  assigned  to  an  AC  school  or  an  RTS-M. 

Assign  Students  to  Schools  Where  the  Course  Is  Taught 

Si  E/  ^k,i  all  A:,  / . 

In  each  of  the  options,  students  can  only  take  courses  at  the  AC 
schools  or  the  RTS-Ms  where  the  courses  are  offered.  In  option  1  and 
the  multifunctional  case  of  option  2,  we  use  the  fiscal  year  1996  as¬ 
signment  of  courses  to  schools  as  reflected  in  ATRRS  to  predefine  the 
Wjt,/ binary  variable.  For  the  specialized  case  in  option  2  and  for  op¬ 
tion  3,  we  allow  the  model  to  determine  the  least-cost  assignment  of 
courses  to  schools  based  on  the  local  demand  for  a  course. 

Ensure  Minimum  Course  Size  Requirements  Are  Met 

El  Ey  X^k,i  ^  ^k  ^k,i  for  all  k,  I . 

This  constraint  is  used  for  all  options.  It  prevents  the  model  from 
assigning  less  than  a  minimum  number  of  students  to  a  school  for  a 
specific  course. 

Ensure  Maximum  Course  Size  Is  Not  Exceeded 

EiEy  ^  Qk,i  for  all  k,  I . 

This  constraint  is  used  for  all  options  and  prevents  the  model  from 
assigning  more  students  to  a  school  for  a  specific  course  than  the 
maximum  number  that  a  school  can  accommodate. 
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Ensure  Maximum  Capacity  of  a  RTS-M  Is  Not  Exceeded 

liljlkXijxiEk<Qi  for  all  RTS-Ms. 

This  constraint  is  used  for  all  options.  It  ensures  that  the  capacity  of 
an  RTS-M,  expressed  in  annual  student  days,  is  not  exceeded.  That 
is,  the  total  number  of  student  days  associated  with  a  number  of  stu¬ 
dents  taking  various  courses  must  be  within  the  capacity  of  the 
RTS-M. 


Assign  Courses  to  Schools  Where  Their  Groups  Are  Taught 

10,000  Tgj  for  all  RTS-Ms  I  and  groups  g. 

This  constraint  is  used  for  the  specialized  case  of  option  2  and  for 
option  3.  It  makes  sure  that  courses  can  be  taught  at  schools  that 
have  the  responsibility  for  the  group  to  which  the  course  belongs. 
The  10,000  factor  is  an  arbitrarily  large  number  that  ensures  if  Tgj  is 
one,  then  courses  in  that  group  can  be  taught  at  the  school. 

Comply  with  the  Minimum  Number  of  Student  Days  Needed 
for  a  Course-Group  to  Be  Taught  at  an  RTS-M 

'LiLj'Lk^i,j,k,i  ^k,g^  50  Tgi  for  all  RTS-Ms  I  and  groups  g. 

This  constraint  is  used  for  the  specialized  case  of  option  2  and  for 
option  3.  It  ensures  that  groups  are  assigned  to  schools  only  when 
there  are  at  least  50  students  t^ing  courses  within  that  group. 

Teach  Courses  Only  at  Schools  That  Are  Open 

<  Yi  for  all  k  and  I 

This  constraint  is  used  in  option  3.  It  ensures  that  courses  are  offered 
only  at  schools  that  remain  open  (i.e.,  that  are  assigned 
maintenance -related  courses). 
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COURSES  TAUGHT  AT  EACH  SCHOOL  FOR  THE 

VARIOUS  OPTIONS 


This  appendix  shows  the  specific  courses  offered  at  each  of  the  AC 
schools  and  the  RTS-Ms  for  the  various  options  described  in  the 
body  of  the  document.  For  each  school,  the  tables  show  the  course 
identifiers,  the  specific  phases  for  the  RC  courses,  the  course  level 
(MOS  reclassification.  Advance  Skill  Identifier  (ASI),  BNCOC, 
ANCOC,  etc.),  the  MOS  appropriate  for  the  course,  and  the  number 
of  AC  and  RC  students  in  each  course  and  in  total  for  the  base  case 
(i.e.,  as  reflected  in  the  fiscal  year  1996  ATRRS  database)  and  for  each 
of  the  three  options  examined  during  the  analyses. 
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Course 

Course  ID _ Phase  Level  MQS _ School _ 

052-62B10 _ (blank)  MQS  62bl  Ft.  Devens  RTSM _ 

_ Jefferson  City  RTSM _ 

_ RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX _ 

_ RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 

_ RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 

_ RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

_ RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

_ RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

_ RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

_ RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

_ _ _ RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

_ RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

_ USATC,  FT.  WOOD/98TH  DIV 

052-62B10  Total _ 

052-62B10  (T) _ (blank)  Transition  62B  RTS-M- 12  FT  STEWART  GA 

_ USATC,  FT.  WOOD/98TH  DIV 

052-62B10  (T)  Total _ 

052-62B30 _ 2  BNCOC  62b3  Ft.  Devens  RTSM _ 

_ Jefferson  City  RTSM _ 

_ NCO  ACADEMY  -  FT  L.  WOOD 

_ RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX _ 

_ RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 

_ RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

_ RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

_ RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

_ RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

_ _ _ RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

052-62B30  Total _ 

052-62B40 _ 2  ANCOC  62B4  Jefferson  City  RTSM _ 

_ USATC,  FT.  WOOD/98TH  DIV 

052-62B40  Total _ 

091-44B10 _ 1  MQS  44bl  ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG _ 

I _ RTS-M-OISALINAKS _ 

_ RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

_ 2  MQS  44bl  ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG _ 

_ ^ _ RTS-M-OISALINAKS _ 

_ RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

_ 3  MQS  44bl  ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG _ 

_ RTS-M-OISALINAKS 

_ _ _ RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

091-44B10  Total 
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Base  Case 

Nearest 

Reassign  Courses 

Reassign  Courses 

Consolidate  Schools 

School 

Multifunctional 

Specialized 

Specialized 

AC  RC 

AC  RC 

AC  RC 

AC 

RC 

AC 

RC 

11 

9 

9 

20 

5 

11 

7 

5 

17 

14 

32 

30 

73 

47 

9 

12 

10 

36 

6 

5 

47 

36 

30 

50 

44 

7 

21 

21 

7 

6 

6 

6 

14 

14 

48 

11 

11 

23 

22 

21 

21 

27 

27 

21 

27 

34 

35 

201 

201 

201 

201 

201 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

9 

6 

4 

3 

9 

8 

3 

5 

2 

12 

9 

28 

52 

14 

7 

6 

j 

6 

7 

5 

10 

7 

5 

3 

10 

10 

13 

13 

13 

9 

7 

24 

65 

65 

65 

65 

65 

16 

16 

16 

16 

16 

16 

16 

16 

16 

16 

45 

7 

45 

45 

27 

24 

18 

14 

5 

10 

20 

7 

20 

20 

10 

8 

9 

9 

6 

9 

3 

9 

74 

1  ■Z4_ 

74 

.  74 

74 

09 1-45K40  Total 

091-45T10  i 

1 

09 1-45T10  Total 


091-52C10 


091-52C10Total 

091-52C30 

2 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 


RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 


Jefferson  City  RTSM 


ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 


RTS-M-OISALINAKS 


RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 


RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 


Jefferson  City  RTSM 


ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 


RTS-M-OISALINAKS 


Jefferson  City  RTSM 


NCO  ACADEMY -APG 


RTS-M-OISALINAKS 


ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 


RTS-M,FTHOOD,TX 


RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 


RTS-M-03FTDIXNJ 
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Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

School 

091-44E10 

1 

MOS 

44E10 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

RTS-M-OISALINAKS 

2 

MOS 

44E10 

RTS-M-OISALINAKS 

091-44E10  Total 

091-44E30 

2 

BNCOC 

44E30 

NCO  ACADEMY -APG 

RTS-M-OISALINAKS 

3 

BNCOC 

44E30 

NCO  ACADEMY -APG 

RTS-M-01  SALINAKS 

091-44E30  Total 

091-45B10 

1 

MOS 

45b  1 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,TX 

RTS-M-01  SALINAKS 

2 

MOS 

45bl 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,TX 

RTS-M-01  SALINAKS 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

(blank) 

MOS 

45b  1 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

RTS-M-10  BLANDING  FL 

091-45B10  Total 

091-45D10 

1 

MOS 

45dl 

FLD  ARTILLERY  SCH,  SILL 

RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

2 

FLD  ARTILLERY  SCH,  SILL 

RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

091 -45D10  Total 

091-45E10 

1 

MOS 

45E10 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

2 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

(blank) 

MOS 

45E10 

ARMOR  SCH,  FT  KNOX 

RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

09 1-45E10  Total 

091-45K10 

1 

MOS 

45kl 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,TX 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

2 

MOS 

45kl 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

RTS-M-10  BLANDING  FL 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

3 

MOS 

45kl 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 
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50  Consolidating  Active  and  Reserve  Component  Training  Infrastructure 


Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

School 

RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

2 

MOS 

52dl 

Ft.  Devens  RTSM 

Jefferson  City  RTSM 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

RTS-M,  FT  HOOD.  TX 

RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY.  WI 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

RTS-M-03  FT  DIXNJ 

RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

RTS-M- 10  BLANDING  FL 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

(blank) 

MOS 

52dl 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

RTS-M- 10  BLANDING  FL 

091-52D10  Total 

091-52D30 

2 

BNCOC 

52d3 

Jefferson  City  RTSM 

- i 

NCO  ACADEMY -APG 

RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX 

RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 

RTS-M-02  C:AMP  DODGE  lA 

RTS-M-03  FT  DIXNJ 

RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

091-52D30  Total 

2 

ANCOC 

52X4 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 

091-52X40  Total 

091-62B40 

RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX 

RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 

RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

09 1-62B40  Total 

091-63B/S/W10H8 

(blank) 

ASI 

63BS^Vasi 

Jefferson  City  RTSM 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

RTS-M,  FT  HOOD.TX 

RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 

RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 
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52  Consolidating  Active  and  Reserve  Component  Training  Infrastructure 


Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

School 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

RTS-M-03FTDIXNJ 

RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

RTS-M-10  BLANDING  FL 

Waiwa  RTSM 

091-63B/S/W10H8Tot 

091-63B10 

1 

MOS 

63b  1 

Jefferson  City  RTSM 

RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX 

RTS-M-OISALINAKS 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

RTS-M-03  FT  DIXNJ 

RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

RTS-M-10  BLANDING  FL 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

USATC,  FT.  JACKSON/ 108TH 

2 

MOS 

63bl 

Jefferson  City  RTSM 

RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX 

RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 

RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 

RTS-M-01  SALINAKS 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

RTS-M-03  FT  DIXNJ 

RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

RTS-M-10  BLANDING  FL 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

USATC,  FT.  JACKSON/ 108TH 

Waiwa  RTSM 

091-63B10  Total 

091-63B30 

2 

BNCOC 

63b3 

Jefferson  City  RTSM 

NCO  ACADEMY -APG 

. 

RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX 
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Base  Case 

Nearest  School 

Reassign  Courses 

Reassign  Courses 

Consolidate  Schools 

Multifunctional 

Specialized 

Specialized 

AC  RC 

AC  RC 

AC  RC 

AC  RC 

AC  RC 

30 

22 

20 

60 

■91 

5 

5 

47 

47 

wtm 

15 

12 

13 

13 

15 

24 

15 

10 

9 

9 

52 

11 

mm 

12 

9 

9 

9 

141 

Msm 

141 

141 

141 

4 

11 

2 

5 

5 

5 

5 

19 

9 

9 

22 

17 

14 

14 

33 

11 

37 

22 

22 

41 

41 

41 

41 

42 

59 

53 

— 

36 

36 

10 

10 

37 

11 

11 

■■■ 

10 

10 

57 

51 

36 

36 

■sn 

35 

26 

56 

26 

18 

24 

33 

35 

33 

33 

68 

27 

27 

33 

91 

33 

15 

23 

64 

23 

B9I 

23 

56 

56 

18 

32 

32 

32 

64 

45 

45 

43 

16 

31 

45 

52 

56 

75 

32 

36 

36 

81 

11 

9 

9 

25 

29 

47 

32 

9 

20 

70 

50 

6 

6 

6 

6 

723 

723 

723 

■H 

32 

25 

13 

13 

14 

17 

9 

17 

17 

54  Consolidating  Active  and  Reserve  Component  Training  Infrastructure 


Course  ID 


Course 

Level 


_ School _ 

RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 


RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 


RTS-M-01  SAUNA  KS 


RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 


RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 


RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 


RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 


RTS-M- 10  BLANDING  FL 


Jefferson  CityRTSM 


NCO  ACADEMY -APG 


RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX 


RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 
RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 

RTS-M-01  SALINAKS _ 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

RTS-M-03FTDIXNJ _ 

RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 


RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 


RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 


RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 


RTS-M-10  BLANDING  FL 


RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX 


RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 


RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

RTS-M-03FTDIXN) 


RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 


RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 


RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 


RTS-M-01  SALINAKS 


RTS-M- 12  FT  STEWART  GA 
ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 
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Base  Case 

Nearest  School 

Reassign  Courses 

Reassign  Courses 

Consolidate  Schools 

Multifunctional 

Specialized 

Specialized 

AC  RC 

AC  RC 

AC  RC 

AC  RC 

AC  RC 

9 

27 

17 

49 

16 

16 

5 

14 

21 

10 

11 

43 

52 

24 

24 

54 

54 

Hdl 

16 

10 

10 

46 

37 

44 

29 

18 

18 

18 

18 

29 

27 

■EH 

14 

39 

72 

66 

18 

18 

27 

18 

4 

4 

13 

13 

34 

298 

298 

298 

21 

28 

19 

18 

13 

8 

8 

8 

15 

6 

12 

12 

39 

39 

1^91 

14 

9 

19 

17 

■a 

12 

11 

14 

14 

51 

30 

22 

50 

17 

14 

14 

14 

14 

15 

16 

101 

71 

8 

15 

15 

21 

6 

6 

16 

206 

m 

5 

■ 

10 

10 

mm 

10 

21 

11 

12 

i 

5 

5 

9 

18 

18 

7 

56 

56 

10 

5 

7 

7 

66 

66 

66 

66 

66 

5 

5 

11 

11 

2 

2 

30 

34 

38 

38 

13 

14 

43 

5 

56  Consolidating  Active  and  Reserve  Component  Training  Infrastructure 


Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

School 

RTS-M,FTHOOD,TX 

RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 

RTS-M-OISALINAKS 

RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

091-63D10  Total 

091-63D30TRKII 

2 

BNCOC 

63d3 

NCO  ACADEMY  -  APG 

RTS-M-01  SAUNA  KS 

091-63D30TRK II  Total 

091-63D40 

2 

63D4 

NCO  ACADEMY -APG 

RTS-M-01  SAUNA  KS 

1 

63E10 

ARMOR  SCH,  FT  KNOX 

RTS-M-01  SALINAKS 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

2 

MOS 

63E10 

ARMOR  SCH,  FT  KNOX 

RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 

RTS-M-01  SALINAKS 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

MOS 

63E10 

ARMOR  SCH,  FT  KNOX 

RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

09 1-63E10  Total 

091-63E30 

2 

63E30 

NCO  ACADEMY  -  FT  KNOX 

RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 

i 

RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

09 1-63E30  Total 

091-63E40 

2 

ANCOC 

63E40 

NCO  ACADEMY  -  FT  KNOX 

RTS-M-01  SALINAKS 

RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

09 1-63E40  Total 

091-63G10 

1 

MOS 

63gl 

RTS-M-01  SALINAKS 

2 

MOS 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

RTS-M-01  SALINAKS 
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58  Consolidating  Active  and  Reserve  Component  Training  Infrastructure 


_ RTS-M-OISALINAKS _ 

_ RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

_ RTS-M-03FTDIXNJ _ 

_ RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

_ RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

_ RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

_ RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  Ml 

_ RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

2 _ MOS  63hl  Jefferson  City  RTSM _ 

_ RTS-M,FTHOOD,TX 

RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 


_ RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

_ RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

_ RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY MN 

_ RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

_ RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

_ (blank)  MOS  63hl  ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

_ RTS-M-09  GQWEN  FIELD  ID 

091-63H10  Total _ 

091-63H10  (GS)  BFV  1  MOS  63hl  RTS-M-01 SALINAKS _ 

_ 2  MOS  63hl  ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

_ RTS-M-01  SALINAKS 

091-63H10  (GS)  BFVTotal _ 

091-63H10  (GS)  Ml  [(blank)  MOS  63hl  ORDNANCE SCH> APG 

_ RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

091-63H10  (GS)  Ml  Total _ 

091-63H10(T)  [(blank)  Transition  63H  ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 


RTS-M-03FTDIXNJ _ 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 
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60  Consolidating  Active  and  Reserve  Component  Training  Infrastructure 


RTS-M,FTHOOD,TX 
RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 
RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 


RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 


RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 


RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 
RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 


RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 


Jefferson  City  RTSM _ 

NCO  ACADEMY -APG 


RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 
RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

Jefferson  City  RTSM 


NCO  ACADEMY -APG 
RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 


NCO  ACADEMY -APG 


RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX 


RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 
RTS-M-OISALINAKS 


RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 
RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 
RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 


RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 
RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 


RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 


ORDNANCE  SCH,APG 
RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 


RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 
RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 
ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 


RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 


Jefferson  City  RTSM 


RTS-M-OISALINAKS _ 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 
RTS-M-03FTDIXNJ 
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62  Consolidating  Active  and  Reserve  Component  Training  Infrastructure 


Course 

Course  ID _ Phase  Level  MOS _ School _ 

_ RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

_ RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

_ RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

_ RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

_ RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

_ RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

_ USATC,  FT.  JACKSON/ 108TH 

_ 2  MOS  63sl  Jefferson  City  RTSM _ 

_ RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX 

_ RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 

_ RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 

_ RTS-M-01  SALINAKS _ 

_ RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

_ RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

_ RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

_ RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

_ RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

_ RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

_ RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

_ USATC,  FT.  JACKSON/ 108TH 

091-63S10  Total _ 

091-63T10 _ 1  MOS  63tl  ARMOR  SCH,  FT  KNOX 

_ RTS-M-01  SALINAKS _ 

_ RTS-M-03FTDIXNJ _ 

_ RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

_ RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

_ RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

_ RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

_ RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

_ 2  MOS  63tl  ARMOR  SCH,  FT  KNOX 

_ RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX _ 

_ RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 

_ RTS-M-01  SALINAKS _ 

_ RTS-M-03FTDIXNJ _ 

_ _ RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

_ RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

_ _ _ RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

_ RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

_ RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

_ RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

_ RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 
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64  Consolidating  Active  and  Reserve  Component  Training  Infrastructure 


Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

School 

09 1-63T10  Total 

NCO  ACADEMY  -  FT  KNOX 

RTS-M,FTHOOD,TX 

RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

09 1-63T30  Total 

091-63T40 

2 

ANCOC 

63T4 

NCO  ACADEMY  -  FT  KNOX 

RTS-M-OISALINAKS 

09 1-63T40  Total 

091-63W10 

1 

63wl 

lefferson  City  RTSM 

ORDNANCE  SCH,APG 

RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 

RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 

RTS-M-01  SALINAKS 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

RTS-M-03FTDIXNJ 

RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

RTS-M- 12  FT  STEWART  GA 

2 

MOS 

63wl 

Jefferson  City  RTSM 

ORDNANCE  SCH,APG 

RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX 

RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 

RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 

RTS-M-01  SALINA  KS 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

RTS-M-03FTDIXNJ 

RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

RTS-M- 10  BRANDING  FL 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

(blank) 

MOS 

63v^l 

ORDNANCE  SCH,APG 

RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

091-63W10  Total 

091-63W10  (GS) 
HEMTT 

63v^l 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

RTS-M-01  SALINAKS 

091-63W10  (GS) 
HEMTT  Total 
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Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

School 

091-63W10  (GS) 
HMMWV 

1 

MOS 

63wl 

ORDNANCE  SCH,APG 

RTS-M-OISALINAKS 

2 

MOS 

63wl 

ORDNANCE  SCH,APG 

RTS-M-01  SALINAKS 

091-63W10  (GS) 
HMMWV  Total 

091-63W10  (GS) 
M939 

1 

MOS 

63wl 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

RTS-M-01  SALINAKS 

(blank) 

MOS 

63wl 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

091-63W10  (GS)  M939  Total 

091-63Y10 

1 

MOS 

63yl 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

RTS-M-01  SALINAKS 

RTS-M-03FTDIXNJ 

RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

2 

MOS 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,TX 

hhh 

RTS-M-01  SALINAKS 

RTS-M-03FTDIXNJ 

RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

091-63Y10  Total 

091-ASIL8  (45K) 

1 

ASI 

45Kasi 

1  ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

RTS-M-03  FT  DDCNJ 

091-ASIL8  (45K)  Total 

093-27E10 

1 

MOS 

27e 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

2 

27e 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

3 

27e 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

4 

MOS 

27e 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

093-27E10  Total 

||||||||||||||||■^^^^ 

093-27E30 

2 

BNCOC 

27e 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

093-27E30  Total 

1 

MOS 

92al 

Jefferson  City  RTSM 

QUARTERMASTER, FT  LEE 

RTS-M-03  FT  DIXNJ 

RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 
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Course 

Course  ID 

Phase 

Level 

School 


Waiwa  RTSM 


Jefferson  City  RTSM 


QUARTERMASTER, FT  LEE 


RTS-M-03FTDIXNJ 


RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 


RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 


RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 


RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 
RTS-M-10  BLANDING  FL 
RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 


Waiwa  RTSM 


Jefferson  City  RTSM 


NCO  ACADEMY  -  FT  LEE 


RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 
RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 
Waiwa  RTSM _ 

Jefferson  City  RTSM _ 

NCO  ACADEMY  -  FT  LEE 


RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

Jefferson  City  RTSM 


QUARTERMASTER, FT  LEE 


RTS-M-03FTDIXNJ 


RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 


RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 


RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 


RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 


RTS-M-10  BLANDING  FL 


RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 


Waiwa  RTSM 


Jefferson  City  RTSM 


NCO  ACADEMY  -  FT  LEE 


RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 
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Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

School 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

RTS-M-10  BLANDING  FL 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

Waiwa  RTSM 

551-92A30  Total 

551-92A40 

(blank) 

ANCOC 

92a4 

Jefferson  City  RTSM 

NCO  ACADEMY  -  FT  LEE 

RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

Waiwa  RTSM 

6-63-C42 

ES^9ii 

63-all 

Ft.  Devens  RTSM 

Jefferson  City  RTSM 

NCO  ACADEMY -APG 

RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,TX 

RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 

RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 

RTS-M-OISALINAKS 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

mil— 

■■■■ 

RTS-M-10  BLANDING  FL 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

Waiwa  RTSM 

6-63-C42  Total 

610-63B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63b  1 

Jefferson  City  RTSM 

RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX 

RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 

RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

RTS-M-03FTDIXNJ 

RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

RTS-M-10  BLANDING  FL 
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Course 

Course  ID _ Phase  Level _ MOS _ School _ 

_ RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

_ USATC,  FT.  JACKSON/  1Q8TH 

_ Waiwa  RTSM _ 

610-63B10  Total _ 

610-63B30 _ (blank)  BNCOC  63b3  Jefferson  City  RTSM _ 

_ NCQ  ACADEMY  -  APG 

_ RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX _ 

_ RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 

_ RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 

_ RTS-M-01  SALINA  KS _ 

_ RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

_ RTS-M-03FTDIXNJ _ 

_ RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

_ RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

_ RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

_ RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

_ RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

_ _ RTS-M-09  GQWEN  FIELD  ID 

_ RTS-M-10  BLANDING  FL 

_ RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

_ Waiwa  RTSM _ 

610-63B30  Total _ 

61Q-63G10 _ (blank)  MOS  63gl  ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

_ RTS-M-01  SALINA  KS _ 

610-63G10  Total _ 

610-63S10 _ (blank)  MOS  63sl  Jefferson  City  RTSM _ 

_ RTS-M.  FT  HOOD,  TX _ 

_ RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 

i  _ RTS-M-01  SALINA  KS _ 

_ RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

_ RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

_ RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

_ RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

_ RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

_ RTS-M-09  GQWEN  FIELD  ID 

_ RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

_ USATC,  FT.  JACKSON/  108TH 

610-63S10Total _ 

610-63W10 _ (blank)  MOS  63wl  Jefferson  City  RTSM _ 

_ ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

I  I  RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX 
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Course  ID 


Course 

Phase  Level  MOS 


_ School _ 

RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 


RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 


61 0-63W10  Total 


610-ASIH8  (63B/S) 


610-ASIH8  (63B/S)  Total 


611-63D10  (blank)  MOS 


61 1-63D10  Total 
611-63D30 


RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 


RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 


RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 


RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 
RTS-M-10  BLANDING  FL 


RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 


Jefferson  City  RTSM 


RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,TK 


RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 


RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 


RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 


RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 


RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 


RTS-M-10  BLANDING  FL 


USATC,  FT.  JACKSON /108TH 


Waiwa  RTSM 


63dl 

ORDNANCE  SCH,APG 

RTS-M-OISALINAKS 

RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

63d3 

NCO  ACADEMY -APG 

RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX 


RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 


RTS-M-OISALINAKS 


RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 


RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 


61 1-63D30  Total 


611-63D30  (45D)  Total 


611-63E10 
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Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

School 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

61 1-63E10  Total 

611-63E30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63E30 

NCO  ACADEMY  -  FT  KNOX 

RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 

RTS-M-01  SALINAKS 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

61 1-63E30  Total 

611-63H10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63hl 

Jefferson  City  RTSM 

ORDNANCE  SCH,APG 

RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 

RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 

RTS-M-01  SALINA  KS 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

RTS-M-03FTDIXNJ 

RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

61 1-63H10  Total 

611-63H30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63h3 

Jefferson  City  RTSM 

NCO  ACADEMY -APG 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

61 1-63H30  Total 

611-63T10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63tl 

ARMOR  SCH,  FT  KNOX 

RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX 

RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 

RTS-M-01  SALINAKS 

RTS-M-03FTDIXNJ 
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Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

School 

RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

611-63T10  Total 

611-63T30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63t3 

NCO  ACADEMY  -  FT  KNOX 

RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX 

RTS-M-OISALINAKS 

RTS-M-03FTDIXNJ 

RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

61 1-63T30  Total 

611-63Y10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63yl 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX 

RTS-M-OISALINAKS 

RTS-M-03FTDIXNJ 

' RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

61 1-63Y10  Total 

611-ASIH8 

(63D/H/W/Y) 

(blank) 

ASI 

63DH 

WYasi 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 

611-ASIH8 
(63D/H/W/Y)  Total 

611-ASIH8  (63E) 

(blank) 

ASI 

63E 

ARMOR  SCH,  FT  KNOX 

1 61 1-ASIH8(63E)  Total  | 

|611-ASIH8(63T)  | 

(blank)  | 

ASI 

63T 

ARMOR  SCH,  FT  KNOX 

|611-ASIH8(63T)  Total  | 

612-62B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

62bl 

RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX 

RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 

RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 

RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 
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School 


RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 


RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 


USATC,  FT.  WOOD/98TH  DIV 


Ft.  Devens  RTSM 


Jefferson  City  RTSM 


NCO  ACADEMY  -  FT  L.  WOOD 


RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 


RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 


RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 


ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 


RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,'DC 


RTS-M-OISALINAKS 


RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 


RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 
RTS-M- 10  BRANDING  FL 


(blank) 

MOS 

45dl 

FLD  ARTILLERY  SCH,  SILL 

RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

(blank) 

MOS 

45E10 

ARMOR  SCH,  FT  KNOX 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 


RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 


RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 


ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 
RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 


RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 


RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 


RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 


NCO  ACADEMY -APG 


RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 


RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 
RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 
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84  Consolidating  Active  and  Reserve  Component  Training  Infrastructure 


Course  ID 


Course 
Phase  Level 


662-52D30  Total 
662-52F10 
662-52F10  Total 
662-52F30 
662-52F30  Total 


(blank)  MOS 
(blank)  BNCOC 


662-ASIC9 

(blank) 

ASI 

52D 

662-ASIC9  Total 

690-63J10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63 

il 

_ School _ 

RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 


RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 


RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 


RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 
RTS-M-10  BLANDING  FL 
RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 


ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 


NCO  ACADEMY  -  APG 


ORDNANCE  SCH.  APG 


(blank)  MOS 


690-63J10  Total 


702-44E10 


702-44E 10  Total 
702-44E30 


702-44E30  Total _ 

702-44E30  (44B)  (blank)  BNCOC 

7Q2-44E30  (44B)  Total _ 

704-44B10  I  (blank)  MOS 


704-44B10  Total _ 

M1070  NET  (63H1)  (blank)  NewEqpt 

M1070  NET  (63H1)  Total  ~ 

M1074  NET  (63H)  (blan^  New  Eqpt 

M1074  NET  (63H)  Total 

M109A6  (45D)  |  (blank)  New  Eqpt 


M109A6  (45D)  Total 


M109A6(63D)  [(blank)  [NewEqpt 


44E30  (44B) 


ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 


RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 


RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 


RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 


ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 
RTS-M-OISALINAKS 


NCO  ACADEMY -APG 


RTS-M-01  SAUNA  KS 


NCO  ACADEMY -APG 
RTS-M-01  SALINAKS 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 


RTS-M-01  SALINAKS _ 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG  ~ 

RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 
RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TK _ 

FLD  ARTILLERY  SCH,  SILL 
RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,TX 

ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG 
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Base  Case 

Nearest  School 

Reassign  Courses 

Reassign  Courses 

Consolidate  Schools 

Multifunctional 

Specialized 

Specialized 

AC  RC 

AC  RC 

AC  RC 

AC  RC 

AC 

RC 

6 

8 

12 

8 

8 

10 

12 

5 

19 

19 

5 

7 

11 

5 

47 

47 

47 

46 

47 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

46 

41 

19 

5 

5 

16 

14 

8 

8 

22 

46 

46 

46 

46 

46 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

17 

17 

9 

8 

1 

17 

17 

17 

17 

17 

17 

17 

21 

21 

7 

14 

21 

21 

21 

21 

21 

21 

21 

28 

11 

28 

12 

11 

7 

5 

17 

21 

28 

28 

28 

28 

28 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

53 

53 

53 

48 

48 

53 

53 

53 

53 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 
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Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

School 

RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX 

M109A6  (63D)  Total 

TAMMS 

(blank) 

Other 

? 

NCO  ACADEMY  -  FT  LEE 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

RTS-M-03FTDIXNJ 

RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

Waiwa  RTSM 

TAMMS  Total 

DLLS 

(blank) 

Other 

? 

Ft.  Devens  RTSM 

NCO  ACADEMY  -  FT  LEE 

RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX 

RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 

DLLS  Total 

ULLS-G  (S) 

(blank) 

Sustainment 

? 

Jefferson  City  RTSM 

NCO  ACADEMY  -  FT  LEE 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

RTS-M-03FTDDCNJ 

RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

RTS-M- 10  BRANDING  FL 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

Waiwa  RTSM 

ULLS-G  (S)  Total 

ULLS-G  (SCP-05) 

(blank) 

Other 

? 

NCO  ACADEMY  -  FT  LEE 

RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX 

ULLS-G  (SCP-05)  Total  | 

, 
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Appendix  C 

SCHOOLS  OFFERING  SPECIFIC  COURSES  FOR  THE 

VARIOUS  OPTIONS 


This  appendix  shows  the  various  AC  schools  and  the  RTS-Ms  where 
each  course  is  offered  for  the  various  options  described  in  the  body 
of  the  report.  For  each  course,  the  tables  show  the  course  identifier, 
the  specific  phases  for  the  RC  courses,  the  course  level  (MOS  reclas¬ 
sification,  Advance  Skill  Identifier  (ASI),  BNCOC,  ANCOC,  etc.),  the 
MOS  appropriate  for  the  course,  the  schools  where  the  course  is 
offered,  and  the  number  of  AC  and  RC  students  at  each  school  and  in 
total  for  the  base  case  (i.e.,  as  reflected  in  the  fiscal  year  1996  ATRRS 
database)  and  for  each  of  the  three  options  examined  during  the 
analyses. 


89 


90  Consolidating  Active  and  Reserve  Component  Training  Infrastructure 


School 

Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

ARMOR  SCH,  FT  KNOX 

091-45E10 

(blank) 

MOS 

45E10 

091-63E10 

1 

MOS 

63E10 

2 

MOS 

63E10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63E10 

091-63T10 

1 

63tl 

2 

mmm 

63tl 

611-63E10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63E10 

611-63T10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63tl 

611-ASIH8  (63E) 

(blank) 

ASI 

63E 

611-ASIH8  (63T) 

E3E1S3I 

63T 

643-45E10 

45E10 

643-45T10 

(blank) 

MOS 

45tl 

AmdRl®;  FT  KNOX  Total 

FLD  ARTILLERY  SCH,  SILL 

091-45D10 

1 

MOS 

45dl 

2 

MOS 

45dl 

642-45D10 

(blank) 

MOS 

45dl 

M109A6  (45D) 

(blank) 

New  Eqpt 

45D 

SlJ>  AimiXERY  SCH,  iSILL  Total 

Ft.  Devens  RTSM 

052-62B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

62b  1 

052-62B30 

2 

BNCOC 

62b3 

091-52D10 

2 

MOS 

52dl 

091-63H30 

2 

BNCOC 

63h3 

6-63-C42 

(blank) 

ANCOC 

63-all 

612-62B30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

62b3 

ULLS 

(blank) 

Other 

? 

Ft  Devens  RTSM  Total 

lefferson  City  RTSM 

052-62B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

62bl 

052-62B30 

2 

BNCOC 

62b3 

052-62B40 

2 

62B4 

091-52C10 

1 

52cl 

2 

52cl 

091-52C30 

2 

BNCOC 

52c3 

091-52D10 

2 

MOS 

52dl 

091-52D30 

2 

BNCOC 

52d3 

091-63B/S/W10H8 

(blank) 

ASI 

63BSWasi 

091-63B10 

1 

MOS 

63b  1 

2 

MOS 

63bl 

091-63B30 

2 

BNCOC 

63b3 

2 

ANCOC 

i63B4 

091-63H10 

1 

ESSSHI 

|63hl 

2 

!63hl 
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School 

Course  ID 

091-63H30-IIA 

091-63H30-IIB 

091-63S10 

091-63W10 

Course 

Phase  Level _ MOS 

2 _ BNCOC  63h3 

2  BNCOC  63h3 


MOS  63sl 
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94  Consolidating  Active  and  Reserve  Component  Training  Infrastructure 


School 


Course  ID 


Course 
Phase  Level 


ANCOC 


COC 


611-63D30(45D) 


611-63H30 

643-45K30 


662-52C30 
662-52C30  (631) 


662-52D30 


662-52F30 
7Q2-44E30 
702-44E30  {44B) 


NCO  ACADEMY  -  FT  KNOX 


(blank) 


(blank) 

(blank) 

(blank) 


(blank) 


(blank) 

(blank) 


(blank) 


BNCQC 

BNCOC 

BNCQC 

BNCOC 

BNCOC 

BNCOC 


BNCOC 


BNCOC 

BNCOC 


MOS 


63H4 

63-all 


63b3 

63d3 


63d3 

63h3 

45k3 


44E30  (44B) 
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School 

Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

2 

MOS 

45kl 

3 

MOS 

45kl 

091-45K10(T) 

(blank) 

Transition 

45K 

091-52C10 

1 

MOS 

52cl 

2 

MOS 

52cl 

091-52D10 

1 

MOS 

52dl 

2 

MOS 

52dl 

(blank) 

MOS 

52dl 

091-52X40 

2 

ANCOC 

52X4 

091-63B/S/W10H8 

(blank) 

ASI 

63BSWasi 

091-63D10 

1 

MOS 

63dl 

2 

MOS 

63dl 

(blank) 

MOS 

63dl 

091-63G10 

2 

MOS 

^ _ 

091-63H10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63hl 

091-63H10  (GS)  BFV 

2 

MOS 

63hl 

091-63H10  (GS)  Ml 

(blank) 

MOS 

63hl 

091-63H10  (T) 

(blank) 

Transition 

63H 

091-63H10L8 

(blank) 

ASI 

63H 

091-63J10 

1 

MOS 

63il 

2 

MOS 

63il 

091-63W10 

1 

MOS 

63wl 

2 

MOS 

63wl 

(blank) 

MOS 

63wl 

091-63W10  (GS) 
HEMTT 

1 

MOS 

63wl 

091-63W10  (GS) 
HMMWV 

1 

MOS 

63wl 

2 

MOS 

63wl 

091-63W10(GS)  M939 

1 

MOS 

63wl 

091-63Y10 

1 

MOS 

2 

MOS 

63yl 

1 

ASI 

45Kasi 

113-45G10 

(blank) 

MOS 

isgi _ 

610-63G10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63r1 

610-63W10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63wl 

611-63D10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63dl 

611-63H10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63hl 

611-63Y10 

63y1 

611-ASIH8 

(63D/H/W/Y) 

(blank) 

ASI 

63DHWYasi 
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ORDNANCE  SCH,  APG  Total 


UARTERMASTER,FT  LEE 


UARTEIMASTER^FT  lee  Total 


RTS-M,  FT  HOOD,  TX 


Course  ID 

641-45B10 _ 

643-45K10 _ 

662-52C10 _ 

662-52D10 


662-52F10 


662-ASIC9 


69Q-63J10 _ 

702-44E10 


704-44B10 


M1070NET  (63H1) 


M1074NET(63H) 


M109A6  (63D) 

101-92A10 _ 

551-92A10 


052-62B10 


091-45K10 


091-45K30 


Phase 

Course 

Level 

(blank) 

MOS 

(blank) 

MOS 

(blank) 

MOS 

(blank) 

MOS 

MOS 

liiaETiiaM 

ASI 

(blank) 

MOS 

(blank) 

MOS 

(blank) 

MOS 

(blank) 

MOS 
45b  1 


(blank)  NewEgpt 

‘i  I 

1  _ MOS 

2  _ MOS 

(blank)  MOS 


052-62B30 

2 

091-45B10 

1 

091-62B40 _ 

091-63B/S/W10H8 
091-63B10 _ 


091-63B30 


091-63B40 _ 

091-63D/E/H/N/T/ 

Y10H8 


100  Consolidating  Active  and  Reserve  Component  Training  Infrastructure 


School 

Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

091-63T10 

2 

MOS 

091-63T30 

2 

BNCOC 

091-63W10 

2 

MOS 

091-63Y10 

2 

MOS 

6-63-C42 

(blank) 

ANCOC 

610-63B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

610-63B30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

610-63S10 

(blank) 

MOS 

610-63W10 

(blank) 

MOS 

610-ASIH8  (63B/S) 

(blank) 

ASI 

611-63D30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

611-63T10 

(blank) 

MOS 

611-63T30 

611-63Y10 

612-62B10 

612-62B30 

ISSIHSI 

641-45B10 

naEmai 

662-52D10 

(blank) 

MOS 

662-52D30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

M1074  NET  (63H) 

(blank) 

New  Eqpt 

M109A6  (45D) 

(blank) 

New  Eqpt 

M109A6  (63D) 

(blank) 

New  Eqpt 

DLLS 

(blank) 

Other 

ULLS-G  (SCP-05) 

(blank) 

Other 

RTS-M,  IT  HOOD,  TX  Total 

, 

liEF'fll 

RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA 

052-62B10 

052-62B30 

2 

BNCOC 

091-45K10 

2 

MOS 

091-52X40 

2 

ANCOC 

091-63B/S/W10H8 

(blank) 

ASI 

091-63B10 

2 

MOS 

091-63B30 

2 

BNCOC 

091-63B40 

2 

ANCOC 

091-63D/E/H/N/T/ 

Y10H8 

(blank) 

ASI 

091-63D10 

2 

MOS 

091-63E10 

2 

MOS 

091-63E30 

2 

BNCOC 

091-63H10 

2 

MOS 

091-63H30 

2 

BNCOC 

091-63H40 

2 

ANCOC 

MOS 
63tl 
63t3 
63wl 
63yl 
63-all 
63b  1 
63b3 
63sl 
63wl 
63B/S 
63d3 


52dl 

52d3 

63H 

45D 

63D 


? 


62bl 

62b3 

45kl 

52X4 

63BSWasi 

63bl 

63b3 

63B4 

63DEHNT 

Yasi _ 

63dl 

63E10 

63E30 

63hl 

63h3 

63H4 
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School 

Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

091-63J10 

1 

MOS 

63  jl 

2 

MOS 

63]  1 

091-63S10 

2 

MOS 

63sl 

091-63T10 

2 

MOS 

63tl 

091-63W10 

1 

63wl 

2 

MOS 

63wl 

6-63-C42 

(blank) 

ANCOC 

63-all 

610-63B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63bl 

610-63B30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63b3 

610-63S10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63sl 

610-63W10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63wl 

610-ASIH8  {63B/S) 

(blank) 

ASI 

63B/S 

611-63E10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63E10 

611-63E30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63E30 

611-63H10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63hl 

611-63T10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63tl 

612-62B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

62bl 

612-62B30 

Bagman 

643-45K30 

liagniaj 

690-63J10 

63il 

1 RTS-M,  FT  INDNTWN  GP  PA  Total 

RTS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI 

052-62B10 

62bl 

091-45K40 

45K4 

091-52D10 

2 

52dl 

2 

BNCOC 

52d3 

091-62B40 

2 

ANCOC 

62B4 

091-63B/S/W10H8 

(blank) 

ASI 

63BSWasi 

091-63B10 

2 

MOS 

63b  1 

091-63B30 

2 

BNCOC 

63b3 

091-63B40 

2 

ANCOC 

63B4 

091-63D/E/H/N/T/Y 

10H8 

(blank) 

ASI 

63DEHNT 

Yasi 

091-63D10 

1 

63dl 

2 

63hl 

2 

63h3 

091-63S10 

2 

63sl 

091-63W10 

1 

63wl 

2 

MOS 

63wl 

6-63-C42 

(blank) 

ANCOC 

63-all 

610-63B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63bl 

610-63B30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63b3 

Schools  Offering  Specific  Courses  for  the  Various  Options  103 


104  Consolidating  Active  and  Reserve  Component  Training  Infrastructure 


School 

Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

610-63W10 

610-ASIH8  (63B/S) 

(blank) 

ASI 

63B/S 

6n-63D30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63d3 

611-63H10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63hl 

612-62B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

62b  1 

612-62B30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

62b3 

662-52D10 

(blank) 

MOS 

52dl 

662-52D30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

52d3 

M1070  NET(63H1) 

(blank) 

New  Eqpt 

63H 

ULLS 

(blank) 

Other 

? 

JITS-M,  FT  MCCOY,  WI  Tot^ 

;  -  ,  ' 

RTS-M-OISALINAKS 

091-44B10 

1 

MOS 

44bl 

2 

MOS 

44b  1 

3 

MOS 

44b  1 

091-44E10 

1 

MOS 

44E10 

2 

MOS 

44E10 

2 

BNCOC 

44E30 

3 

BNCOC 

44E30 

091-45B10 

1 

MOS 

45bl 

2 

MOS 

45bl 

091-52C10 

1 

2 

091-52C30 

2 

BNCOC 

52c3 

091-63B10 

1 

MOS 

63b  1 

2 

63b  1 

091-63B30 

2 

63b3 

091-63B40 

2 

63B4 

091-63D10 

1 

63dl 

2 

63d  1 

2 

BNCOC 

63d3 

091-63D40 

2 

ANCOC 

63D4 

091-63E10 

63E10 

2 

MOS 

63E10 

091-63E40 

2 

ANCOC 

63E40 

091-63G10 

63gl 

63gl 

091-63H10 

I 

63hl 

63hl 

091-63H10  (GS)  BFV 

63hl 

63hl 

091-63H40 

2 

ANCOC 

63H4 
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isolidate  Schools 
Specialized 


\C  RC 


V  ^ 

20 

1 

9 

25 

42 

22 

33 

38 

33 

10 

8 

3 

49 

106  Consolidating  Active  and  Reserve  Component  Training  Infrastructure 


School 

Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

091-63S10 

1 

MOS 

63sl 

2 

63sl 

091-63T10 

1 

ISS9HI 

63tl 

2 

MOS 

63tl 

091-63T40 

2 

63T4 

091-63W10 

1 

MOS 

63wl 

2 

MOS 

63wl 

091-63W10  (GS) 
HEMTT 

1 

MOS 

63wl 

091-63W10  (GS) 
HMMWV 

1 

MOS 

63wl 

2 

MOS 

63wl 

091-63W10(GS)  M939 

1 

MOS 

63wl 

091-63Y10 

1 

MOS 

63yl 

2 

MOS 

6-63-C42 

(blank) 

ANCOC 

610-63B30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63b3 

610-63G10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63gl 

610-63S10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63sl 

610-63W10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63wl 

611-63D10 

63dl 

611-63D30 

63d3 

611-63D30(45D) 

63d3 

611-63E30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63E30 

63hl 

611-63T10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63tl 

611-63T30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63t3 

611-63Y10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63yl 

641-45B10 

45bl 

662-52C10 

nsRiisi 

MOS 

52cl 

662-52C30 

Esm 

BNCOC 

52c3 

662-52C30  {63J) 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

52c3 

702-44E10 

(blank) 

MOS 

44E10 

702-44E30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

44E30 

702-44E30  (44B) 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

44E30  (44B) 

704-44B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

44b  1 

RTS-M-Ol  SAUNA  K$  Total 

'  ' 

RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA 

052-62B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

62bl 

052-62B30 

2 

BNCOC 

62b3 

091-45B10 

2 

MOS 

45b  1 

091-45K10 

1 

MOS 

45kl 
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School 

Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

611-63H10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63hl 

611-63H30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63h3 

641-45B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

45bl 

643-45K10 

(blank) 

MOS 

45kl 

643-45K30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

45k3 

662-52C10 

(blank) 

MOS 

52cl 

662-52C30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

52c3 

662-52C30  (63J) 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

52c3 

662-52D10 

(blank) 

MOS 

52dl 

662-52D30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

52d3 

690-63J10 

(blank) 

MOS 

6311 

TAMMS 

(blank) 

Other 

? 

ULLS-G  (S) 

(blank) 

Sustainment 

? 

[RTS-M-02  CAMP  DODGE  lA  Total 

RTS-M-03FTDIXNJ 

091-52D10 

1 

52dl 

2 

52dl 

091-52D30 

2 

BNCOC 

52d3 

091-63B/S/W10H8 

(blank) 

AS! 

63BSWasi 

091-63B10 

1 

MOS 

63bl 

2 

MOS 

63b  1 

091-63B30 

2 

BNCOC 

63b3 

091-63B40 

2 

ANCOC 

63B4 

091-63D/E/H/N/T/ 

Y10H8 

(blank) 

ASI 

63DEHNT 

Yasi 

091-63H10 

1 

2 

091-63H10  (T) 

(blank) 

091-63S10 

1 

63sl 

091-63T10 

1 

63tl 

63tl 

091-63W10 

1 

MOS 

63wl 

63wl 

091-63Y10 

63yl 

091-ASIL8  (45K) 

1 — 

101-92A10 

92al 

9HI 

92al 

551-92A10 

92al 

551-92A30 

(blank)  I 

BNCOC 

92a3 

610-63B10 

63bl 
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School 

Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

610-63W10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63wl 

611-63H10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63hl 

611-63T10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63tl 

611-63T30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63t3 

611-63Y10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63yl 

662-52D10 

(blank) 

MOS 

52dl 

662-52D30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

52d3 

TAMMS 

(blank) 

Other 

? 

ULLS-G  (S) 

(blank) 

Sustainment 

? 

rRTS-M-03  FT  DIX  NJ  Total 

- 

RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC 

052-62B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

62bl 

052-62B30 

2 

BNCOC 

62b3 

091-45K10 

3 

MOS 

45kl 

091-45K30 

2 

BNCOC 

45k3 

3 

BNCOC 

45k3 

091-52D10 

1 

MOS 

52dl 

2 

MOS 

52dl 

091-52D30 

2 

BNCOC 

52d3 

091-63B/S/W10H8 

(blank) 

ASI 

63BSWasi 

091-63B10 

1 

MOS 

63b  1 

2 

MOS 

63bl 

091-63B30 

2 

BNCOC 

63b3 

091-63H10 

1 

MOS 

63hl 

2 

MOS 

63hl 

091-63H30 

2 

BNCOC 

63h3 

091-63S10 

1 

MOS 

63sl 

2 

MOS 

63sl 

091-63T10 

1 

MOS 

63tl 

2 

MOS 

63tl 

091-63T30 

2 

BNCOC 

63t3 

091-63W10 

1 

MOS 

63wl 

2 

MOS 

63wl 

101-92A10 

1 

MOS 

92al 

2 

MOS 

92al 

551-92A10 

(blank) 

MOS 

92al 

551-92A30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

92a3 

6-63-C42 

(blank) 

ANCOC 

63-all 

610-63B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63b  1 

610-63B30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63b3 

610-63S10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63sl 

610-63W10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63wl 
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Base  Case 

Nearest 

Reassign  Courses 

Reassign  Courses 

Consolidate  Schools 

School 

Multifunctional 

Specialized 

Specialized 

AC  RC 

AC  RC 

AC  RC 

AC  RC 

AC 

RC 

6 

8 

25 

5 

25 

5 

22 

57 

57 

60 

493 

41 

598 

30 

659 

47 

30 

50 

44 

6 

7 

5 

8 

5 

■■1 

26 

3 

^■1 

■■ 

5 

3 

B^Sj 

5 

9 

17 

56 

65 

12 

7 

7 

39 

6 

6 

6 

58 

15 

15 

12 

20 

22  1 

22 

mm 

18 

18 

16 

10 

10 

10 

15 

28 

11 

10 

10 

4 

4 

5 

13 

22 

14 

45 

16 

14 

8 

li^H 

37 

9 

9 

20 

7 

5 

14 

14 

19 

81 

9 

9 

14 

14 

22 

26 

64 

34 

39 

107 

35 

43 

43 

43 

48 

48 

47 

15 

83 

74 

64 

55 

22 

46 

48 

11 

26 

3 

7 

.  19 

114  Consolidating  Active  and  Reserve  Component  Training  Infrastructure 


School 

Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

610-ASIH8  (63B/S) 

(blank) 

ASI 

63B/S 

611-63H10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63hl 

611-63T10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63tl 

611-63T30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63t3 

612-62B10 

G^lank) 

MOS 

62bl 

612-62B30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

62b3 

643-45K10 

(blank) 

MOS 

45kl 

643-45K30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

45k3 

662-52D10 

(blank) 

MOS 

52dl 

662-52D30 

[fiSfebai 

BNCOC 

52d3 

ULLS-G  (S) 

Sustainment 

? 

RTS-M-04  FT  BRAGG  NC  Total 

RTS-M-05  CAMP  SHELBY  MS 

052-62B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

62b  1 

052-62B30 

2 

BNCOC 

62b3 

091-52D10 

2 

091-52D30 

2 

52d3 

091-63B10 

2 

MOS 

63bl 

091-63B30 

2 

63b3 

091-63B40 

2 

ANCOC 

63B4 

1 

091-63D10 

2 

MOS 

63dl 

091-63H10 

1 

MOS 

63hl 

2 

MOS 

63hl 

091-63H30-IIA 

2 

BNCOC 

091-63H40 

2 

ANCOC 

63H4 

091-63S10 

1 

MOS 

63sl 

2 

MOS 

63sl 

091-63T10 

2 

63tl 

101-92A10 

2 

MOS 

92al 

551-92A10 

92al 

551-92A30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

92a3 

6-63-C42 

(blank) 

ANCOC 

63-aIl 

610-63B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63bl 

610-63B30 

63b3 

610-63S10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63sl 

611-63D10 

(blank) 

MOS 

611-63H10 

(blank) 

MOS 

^^9 

611-63H30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63h3 

611-63T10 

63tl 

611-63T30 

63t3 

612-62B10 

QSSSSli 

62bl 

662-52D10 

BSSSli 

52dl 
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School 

Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

662-52D30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

52d3 

TAMMS 

(blank) 

Other 

? 

ULLS-G  (S) 

(blank) 

Sustainment 

? 

[lO’S.M^OS  CAMP  SHELBY  MS  Total  -  r 

RTS-M-06  CAMP  ROBERT  CA 

052-62B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

62b  1 

091-45E10 

1 

MOS 

45E10 

2 

MOS 

45E10 

091-45K10  CD 

(blank) 

Transition 

45K 

091-52D10 

1 

MOS 

52dl 

2 

MOS 

52dl 

091-63B/S/W10H8 

(blank) 

ASI 

63BSWasi 

091-63B10 

1 

MOS 

63bl 

2 

MOS 

63b  1 

091-63B30 

2 

BNCOC 

63b3 

091-63B40 

2 

ANCOC 

63B4 

091-63E10 

1 

MOS 

63E10 

2 

MOS 

63E10 

091-63H10 

1 

MOS 

63hl 

2 

MOS 

63hl 

091-63H10  (D 

(blank) 

Transition 

63H 

091-63H30 

2 

BNCOC 

63h3 

091-63H40 

2 

ANCOC 

63H4 

091-63S10 

1 

MOS 

63s  1 

2 

MOS 

63sl 

091-63T10 

1 

MOS 

63tl 

2 

MOS 

63tl 

091-63W10 

1 

MOS 

63wl 

2 

MOS 

63wl 

101-92A10 

1 

MOS 

92al 

2 

MOS 

92al 

551-92A10 

(blank) 

MOS 

92al 

551-92A30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

92a3 

6-63-C42 

(blank) 

ANCOC 

63-all 

610-63B30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63b3 

610-63S10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63sl 

610-63W10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63wl 

610-ASIH8  (63B/S) 

(blank) 

ASI 

63B/S 

611-63E10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63E10 

611-63E30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63E30 

611-63H10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63hl 

611-63T10 

(blank) 

MOS  I 

63tl 
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118  Consolidating  Active  and  Reserve  Component  Training  Infrastructure 


School 

Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

611-63T30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63t3 

612-62B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

62bl 

612-62B30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

62b3 

643-45E10 

(blank) 

MOS 

45E10 

643-45K10 

(blank) 

MOS 

45kl 

662-52D10 

(blank) 

MOS 

52dl 

662-52D30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

52d3 

ULLS-G  (S) 

(blank) 

Sustainment 

? 

[ETS-M-oe  GAMP  ROBERT  CA  Total 

RTS-M-07  CAMP  RIPLEY  MN 

052-62B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

62b  1 

091-45D10 

1 

MOS 

45dl 

2 

MOS 

45dl 

091-45E10 

2 

MOS 

45E10 

091-63B/S/W10H8 

(blank) 

ASI 

63BSWasi 

091-63B10 

2 

MOS 

63bl 

091-63B30 

2 

BNCOC 

63b3 

091-63B40 

2 

ANCOC 

63B4 

091-63D/E/H/N/T/ 

Y10H8 

(blank) 

ASI 

63DEHNT 

Yasi 

091-63D10 

2 

MOS 

63dl 

091-63E10 

2 

MOS 

63E10 

091-63H10 

2 

MOS 

63hl 

091-63H30 

2 

BNCOC 

63h3 

091-63H40 

2 

ANCOC 

63H4 

091-63S10 

2 

MOS 

63sl 

091-63T10 

2 

MOS 

63tl 

091-63T30 

2 

BNCOC 

63t3 

091-63W10 

2 

MOS 

63wl 

101-92A10 

2 

MOS 

92al 

101-92A30 

2 

BNCOC 

92a3 

101-92A40 

2 

ANCOC 

92a4 

551-92A10 

(blank) 

MOS 

92al 

551-92A30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

92a3 

551-92A40 

(blank) 

ANCOC 

92a4 

6-63-C42 

(blank) 

ANCOC 

63-all 

610-63B30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63b3 

610-63W10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63wl 

611-63D10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63dl 

611-63D30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63d3 

611-63E10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63E10 

611-63E30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63E30 
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120  Consolidating  Active  and  Reserve  Component  Training  Infrastructure 


School 

Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

611-63T10 

MOS 

63tl 

611-63T30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63t3 

612-62B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

62b  1 

642-45D10 

(blank) 

MOS 

45dl 

643-45E10 

(blank) 

MOS 

45E10 

ULLS-G  (S) 

(blank) 

Sustainment 

? 

RTS-M-08  FT  CUSTER  MI 

(blank) 

iSHi 

62bl 

091-52D10 

1 

52dl 

2 

MOS 

52dl 

1 

63bl 

2 

63bl 

091-63B30 

2 

63b3 

091-63D/E/H/N/T/ 

Y10H8 

(blank) 

ASI 

63DEHNT 

Yasi 

091-63E10 

1 

MOS 

63E10 

2 

63E10 

091-63H10 

1 

63hl 

2 

MOS 

63hl 

091-63S10 

1 

63sl 

2 

63sl 

091-63T10 

1 

ESSSHU 

63tl 

2 

091-63Y10 

1 

ESSEHH 

2 

6-63-C42 

(blank) 

610-63B10 

(blank) 

63b  1 

610-63B30 

100551 

BNCOC 

63b3 

610-63S10 

liaET^ai 

ESSSHI 

63sl 

611-63E10 

K00551 

ESSSIH 

63E10 

611-63E30 

100551 

BNCOC 

63E30 

(blank) 

MOS 

63hl 

IBIPBBI 

MOS 

63tl 

611-63Y10 

MOS 

63yl 

612-62B10 

MOS 

62b  1 

612-62B30 

(blank) 

62b3 

662-52D10 

ISIH 

52dl 

662-52D30 

52d3 

itTS^M-08  FT  CUSTM  MI  Total 

RTS-M-09  GOWEN  FIELD  ID 

(blank) 

MOS 

2 

BNCOC 
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122  Consolidating  Active  and  Reserve  Component  Training  Infrastructure 


School 

Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

091-45B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

45bl 

091-45E10 

(blank) 

MOS 

45E10 

091-45K10 

(blank) 

MOS 

45kl 

091-62B40 

2 

ANCOC 

62B4 

091-63B10 

1 

MOS 

63bl 

MOS 

63bl 

091-63B30 

BNCOC 

63b3 

091-63B40 

ANCOC 

63B4 

091-63E10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63E10 

091-63E30 

2 

BNCOC 

63E30 

091-63E40 

2 

ANCOC 

63E40 

091-63H10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63hl 

091-63H30 

2 

BNCOC 

63h3 

091-63H40 

2 

ANCOC 

091-63S10 

1 

2 

63sl 

091-63T10 

1 

63tl 

2 

MOS 

63tl 

091-63T30 

2 

BNCOC 

091-63W10 

(blank) 

MOS 

091-63Y10 

6-63-C42  1 

03^91 

63-all 

610-63B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63bl 

610-63B30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63b3 

610-63S10 

(blank) 

MOS 

610-63W10 

(blank) 

MOS 

611-63E10 

(blank) 

63E10 

611-63E30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63E30 

611-63H10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63hl 

611-63T10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63tl 

6U-63T30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63t3 

611-63Y10 

icssssi 

MOS 

^ _ 

612-62B10 

MOS 

62bl 

612-62B30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

62b3 

641-45B10 

lEsn 

MOS 

45bl 

643-45E10 

IRtSiliflSI 

MOS 

45E10 

643-45K10 

45kl 

643-45K30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

45k3 

ULLS-G  (S) 

(blank) 

Sustainment 

? 

PEH'S-^M-OS  GOWEN  FIELD  ID  Total 

RTS-M-IOBLANDINGFL 

1  091-45B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

45bl 

124  Consolidating  Active  and  Reserve  Component  Training  Infrastructure 


School 

Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

091-45K10 

2 

MOS 

45kl 

091-45K40 

2 

ANCOC 

45K4 

091-52D10 

2 

MOS 

52dl 

(blank) 

MOS 

52dl 

091-63B/S/W10H8 

(blank) 

ASI 

63BSWasi 

091-63B10 

1 

63bl 

2 

63bl 

091-63B30 

2 

63b3 

091-63B40 

2 

63B4 

091-63W10 

2 

MOS 

63wl 

101-92A10 

Si 

MOS 

92al 

■.■CTBiWAl 

MOS 

92al 

92a3 

6-63-C42 

BBSS! 

ANCOC 

63.all 

610-63B10 

itOETiiai 

MOS 

63b  1 

610-63B30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63b3 

610-63W10 

(blank) 

63wl 

610-ASIH8  (63B/S) 

(blank) 

63B/S 

641-45B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

45bl 

643-45K30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

45k3 

662-52D10 

(blank) 

MOS 

52dl 

662-52D30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

52d3 

ULLS-G  (S) 

(blank) 

Sustainment 

? 

®TS-M-10  BLANDING  FL  Total 

^  '  -v'-: 

'  ' 

RTS-M-12  FT  STEWART  GA 

052-62B10  (T) 

(blank) 

Transition 

62B 

052-62B30 

2 

BNCOC 

62b3 

091-44B10 

1 

44bl 

2 

44b  1 

3 

MOS 

44b  1 

091-45K10 

1 

MOS 

45kl 

2 

MOS 

45kl 

3 

MOS 

45kl 

091-45T10 

1 

MOS 

45tl 

2 

45tl 

091-52C10 

1 

mam 

52cl 

091-52D10 

1 

MOS 

52dl 

2 

ISH 

52dl 

091-63B10 

1 

63b  1 

2 

mam 

63bl 

091-63D10 

^  1 

MOS 

63dl 

2 

MOS 

63d  1 
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Base  Case 

1  Nearest  School 

Reassign  Courses 

Reassign  Courses 

Multifunctional 

Specialized 

AC  RC 

[  AC  RC 

AC  RC 

AC  RC 

6 

6 

1 

1 

5 

16 

7 

1 

11 

11 

6 

11 

16 

12 

11 

10 

11 

9 

9 

25 

4 

4 

13 

13 

6 

6 

16 

16 

21 

40 

18 

41 

49 

49 

49 

24 

24 

56 

30 

37 

5 

68 

5 

44 

12 

16 

49 

5 

6 

14 

18 

25 

5 

7 

81 

81 

84 

98 

r' 

235 

234 

.  263 

232 

206 

2 

2 

13 

9 

7 

24 

18 

14 

10 

8 

3 

9 

6 

18 

49 

6 

17 

11 

36 

4 

11 

6 

6 

6 

6 

2 

2 

2 

2 

11 

11 

8 

8 

28 

1 

1 

24 

26 

11 

11 

29 

47 

32 

13 

42 

14 

15 

9 

25 
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126  Consolidating  Active  and  Reserve  Component  Training  Infrastructure 


School 

Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

(blank) 

MOS 

091-63E10 

1 

MOS 

091-63H10 

1 

MOS 

2 

MOS 

2 

BNCOC 

091-63H40 

2 

ANCOC 

091-63J10 

1 

MOS 

091-63S10 

1 

2 

MOS 

091-63T10 

1 

2 

091-63W10 

1 

2 

091-63Y10 

1 

IS5BI 

2 

101-92A10 

1 

ESSSH 

2 

2 

101-92A40 

2 

551-92A10 

(blank) 

MOS 

551-92A30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

551-92A40 

(blank) 

ANCOC 

6-63-C42 

(blank) 

ANCOC 

610-63B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

610-63B30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

610-63S10 

(blank) 

MOS 

610-63W10 

(blank) 

MOS 

611-63D30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

611-63D30(45D) 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

611-63E10 

(blank) 

MOS 

611-63E30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

611-63H10 

MOS 

611-63T10 

nagniai 

MOS 

611-63T30 

BNCOC 

612-62B30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

662-52C10 

(blank) 

MOS 

662-52C30 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

BNCOC 

662-52D30 

fiSBW&l 

BNCOC 

690-63J10 

E5IWSI 

MOS 

MOS 

63dl 
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128  Consolidating  Active  and  Reserve  Component  Training  Infrastructure 


School 

Course  ID 

Phase 

Course 

Level 

MOS 

704-44B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

44bl 

ULLS-G  (S) 

(blank) 

Sustainment 

? 

RTS-M- 12  IT  STEWART  GA  Total 

USATC,  FT.  JACKS0N/108TH 

091-63B10 

1 

MOS 

63bl 

2 

MOS 

63b  1 

091-63S10 

1 

MOS 

63sl 

2 

MOS 

63sl 

610-63B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63b  1 

610-63S10 

(blank) 

MOS 

63sl 

610-ASIH8  (63B/S) 

(blank) 

ASI 

63B/S 

luSATQFT.JACKSON/ldSTHtdtal  ^  .  | 

USATC,  FT.  WOOD/98TH  DIV 

052-62B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

62b  1 

052-62B10  (T) 

62B 

052-62B40 

2 

ANCOC 

62B4 

612-62B10 

(blank) 

MOS 

62bl 

[usATC,  ft:  Wb6D798tH¥fVT(^tal 

Waiwa  RTSM 

091-63B/S/W10H8 

(blank) 

ASI 

63BSWasi 

091-63B10 

2 

MOS 

63bl 

101-92A10 

1 

MOS 

92al 

2 

MOS 

92al 

101-92A30 

BNCOC 

92a3 

551-92A10 

92al 

92a3 

1  (blank) 

1  ANCOC  1 

92a4 

6-63-C42 

Eni 

ES1S9H 

63-all 

610-63B10 

63bl 

(blank) 

BNCOC 

63b3 

(blank) 

ASI 

63B/S 

1  TAMMS 

(blank) 

Other 

? 

(blank) 

Sustainment 

? 

S^yaiwaRt^M  total  :: 

'  '  ' 
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